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DUBLIN  COMMISSION  COURT,  GREEN  STREET. 
(Before  Lefbot,  C.  J.,  and  Monahan,  C.  J. ) 

Auffust  10,  1854. 

Reg.  v.  Graham  Glassie  and  Frances  Cooney.  (a) 


—  AdmisnbtUty  of  prosectUor^s  testimony  against  person 
jomily  indicted  with  prosecutor^s  wife — Stealing  by  paramour  of 
property  taken  by  wife  when  eloping. 

Where  a  prisoner  is  indicted  joindy  with  the  prosecutor^s  wife^  who  had 
eloped  with  him,  for  stealing  clothes  and  money ^  the  property  of  the 
husband^  the  wife  should  be  cicqinttedy  as  no  indictment  lies  against  her^ 
but  the  husband* s  etndence  is  admissible  against  the  male  prisoner. 

The  fact  that  the  wif^s  clothes  (which  are  in  point  of  law  the  property 
of  the  husband  J  are  found  in  the  trunk  of  a  person  with  whom  she  has 
elopedy  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  intention  to  appropritite  such 
clothes^  and  if  the  jury  find  that  the  intention  was  to  remove  them  out 
of  the  husbancTs  eontroly  and  to  keep  them  within  the  prisoner's 
disposal^  the  offence  is  complete. 

THE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  stealins  16/.  and  divers  articles 
of  wearing  apparel,  the  property  of  llobert  Cooney.  There 
was  a  second  count  as  receivers.  From  the  evidence,  it  appeared 
that  the  female  prisoner  was  the  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  and  that 
she  had  eloped  with  the  male  prisoner,  taking  with  her  the  articles 
mentioned  m  the  indictment.  The  prisoners  had  been  arrested  in 
Corky  and  at  the  time  of  their  arrest  the  clothes  were  found  in  a 

(a)  Beported  by  P.  .1.  M'Kbnna,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-L«w. 
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Reo.        trunk  belonging  to  the  male  prisoner,  and  acknowledged  by  him 

GLAft8«  AND  *^  ^^  ^^^'     ^^^  woman  had  the  key  of  the  trunk,  however,  and 

CooNBT.     gave  it  to  the  constable,  saying  she  had  put  them  there.     The 

Urown  were  about  examining  the  husband  for  the  prosecution, 

*^  when 
Husband  and  J*  ^-  Currariy  for  the  prisoners,  objected  to  the  reception  of  his 
wift—  evidence  in  a  case  in  which  his  wife  was  indicted  jointly  with  the 
prisoner  at  the  bar.  It  is  laid  down  in  Archbold's  Criminal  Law, 
227,  that  a  husband  or  wife  cannot  be  witness  for  a  person  jointly 
indicted  with  the  wife  or  husband.  R.  v.  Smith  (1  Moo*  C.  C. 
289^  is  the  authority  referred  to  for  the  proposition. 

There  is  a  case  in  Boscoe's  Criminal  Law,  149,  where  a  woman 
was  not  allowed  to  prove  an  aW>i  for  persons  jointly  indioted  with 
her  husband. 

Per  Curiam. — The  woman  is  entitled  to  be  acquitted,  as  she 
could  not  steal  her  husband's  property.  Now,  if  there  were  sepa- 
rate bills  sent  up  against  the  prisoners,  the  husband's  evidence 
would  be  admissiole  on  the  trial  of  the  male  prisoner.  The  evi- 
dence was  admitted. 

J.  A.  Currariy  in  addressing  the  jury,  observed  that  the  proba- 
bility was,  that  the  woman  was  taking  those  clothes  for  her  own 
use,  and  that  it  was  not  reasonable  to  say,  even  if  they  were  in 
Cooney's  trunk,  that  he  was  taking  such  articles  either  for  his 
own  use  or  to  convert  them  to  any  purposes  of  his  own. 

Lefroy,  C.  J.,  in  charging  the  jury,  after  going  through  the 
evidence,  said :  We  are  oi  opinion  that  the  husband  was  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  prosecution,  as  a  wife  cannot  be  convicted  for 
stealing  her  husband's  goods,  and  in  reality  he  has  been  examined 
only  against  the  male  prisoner,  as  the  wife  must  be  acquitted  of  this 
charse,  and  the  only  objection  taken  is,  that  the  prisoners  have  been 
jointly  indicted,  one  which  we  do  not  think  should  exclude  his 
evidence  under  the  circumstances.  With  regard  to  the  wife,  you 
should  acquit  her,  and  the  only  question  for  your  consideration  is  the 
evidence  of  the  male  prisoner  being  a  participator  under  the  circum- 
stances mentioned.  The  law  is,  if  a  person  takes  from  the  wife  of 
any  man  his  goods,  under  circumstances  which  indicate  taking  with 
a  felonious  intent,  he  will  be  equally  culpable  as  if  he  took  them 
from  the  husband  directly.  You  should  then  direct  your  atten- 
tion to  the  evidence  in  that  view.  It  is  stated  by  the  first  witness 
that  the  male  prisoner  was  living  as  servant  in  the  same  house 
with  the  prosecutor  and  his  wife,  that  the  prosecutor  had  given 
the  female  prisoner  \%L  to  keep  for  him,  and,  as  from  the  evidence, 
it  appears  that  none  of  that  money  came  to  his  hands,  you  should 
acquit  him  of  that  p^rt  of  the  charge.  There  is,  however,  another, 
that  of  stealing  the  clothes  of  the  wife,  which  are,  in  point  of  law, 
the  property  of  the  husband.  These  are  traced  into  his  possession 
under  circumstances  which  will  lead  to  the  inference  that  he 
knew  them  to  be  the  clothes  of  the  prosecutor's  vrife.  With  that 
view  it  is  given  in  evidence  that  the  name  of  the  woman  was 
changed,  and  a  passage  ticket  to  America  taken  out  in  the  joint 
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name  of  Walker,     The  mere  circumstance  of  knowing  her  to  be        ^■^• 
the  wife  of  the  prosecutor  would  not  suffice,  unless  it  was  further  glasbib  and 
proved  that  the  clothes  of  the  wife  came  into  his  possession  with     Cookbt. 
intent  to  steal  them.     You  heard  the  evidence  with  regard  to  his        "77 

giving  her  the  key  of  the  tfunk  in  which  the  clothes  were  found.    It        

has  been  suggested  that  he  may  have  given  it  to  her  for  another  Husband  and 
purpose  than  that  of  placing  these  clothes  there ;  but  if  they  were  in     jp^~ 

the  trunk  with  his  knowledge,  it  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  case        ' 

against  him.  Then  as  to  the  felonious  possession.  If  the  goods 
were  put  into  this  trunk  with  the  view  of  carrying  them  out  of 
reach  of  the  husband,  and  depriving  him  of  them,  in  point  of  law 
fioch  a  taking  as  that  would  constitute  a  felonious  taking  and  for 
the  purpose  of  stealing ;  for  if  you  deprive  a  man  absolutely  of  his 
goodsi  and  have  it  within  your  own  power  and  grasp,  the  law  will 
presume  you  do  that  for  your  own  benefit. 

The  jury  acquitted  the  female  prisoner, 
and  found  Cooney  guilty. 
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DUBLIN  COMMISSION  COURT,  GREEN  STREET. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.  J.,  and  Richards,  B.) 

October  27,  1854. 

Reg.  r.  — — .(fl) 

Punishment — HeeuUng  guilty — RespecUUfiUty  of  prisoner — An  aggra* 

fxUion  of  the  offence. 

The  fact  that  the  prisoner  is  a  person  of  character^  and  of  a  respectable 
positionin  life^  instead  of  being  a  reason  for  mitigating  the  punishmenty 
adds  to  the  criminality/  of  the  offence,  and  calls  for  a  more  severe 
sentence. 

The  prisoner ,  who  pleaded  gmUy  to  stealing  a  gold  watch  from  a  house  at 
which  she  was  visiting,  in  an  affidavit  in  mitigation  of  punishment, 
stated,  that  she  had  no  felonious  design  in  taking  the  watch,  that  it  was 
a  temporary  embarrassment  which  had  induced  her  to  tahe  it  to  raise 
money  on  it,  and  that  she  intended  releasing  and  returning  it  to  the 
owner;  that  her  family  were  in  a  respectable  condition  of  life,  and  that 
the  disgrace  of  committing  such  an  offence,  and  the  loss  <f  charactery 
was  a  most  serious  punishment.  It  was  considered,  however,  by  the 
court,  that  such  circumstances  constituted  an  aggravation  of  the 
offence,  as  it  was  neither  from  want  or  ignorance  that  the  prisoner 
had  committed  the  crime, 

THE  prisoner,  who  was  from  her  appearance  of  a  respectable 
rank  of  life,  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  gold  watch  and 
chain.  She  had  pleaded  guilty,  and  in  an  affidavit  which  had 
been  made  by  her  and  laid  before  the  court  with  the  view  of 
mitigating  the  sentence,  she  stated  that  she  had  been  visiting  at 
a  friend's  house,  and  at  the  time  had  been  pressed  by  a  person  in 
the  country  for  the  payment  of  a  few  pounds ;  that  she  took  the 
watch  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  means  to  pay  this  debt,  with  the 
intention  of  releasing  the  watch  and  restoring  it  to  the  owner; 
that  she  never  had  any  intention  of  appropriating  it,  but  took  it 
to  be  released  from  the  temporary  embarrassment;  that  she  was  in 

(a)  Reported  hj  P.  J.  M*Kbnna,  Esq.,  BarriBter-at-L«w. 
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the  habit  of  getting  embroidery  work,  for  which  she  was  paid ;  and       Reo. 
that  in  this  way  she  intended  to  restore  the  watch.  ^' 

J.  A,  Curranj  who  appeared  for  the  prisoner,  stated  that  it  was 

not   by  the  advice  of  counsel  that  the  young  lady  had  pleaded        1855. 
guilty,  that  it   was  entirely  her  own  suggestion  and  wish,  and   j^-JI^  ^f 
called,  as  a  witness  to  character,  a  gentleman,  who  stated  that  he    ^^^enl 

knew  the  prisoner ;  that  she  belonged  to  a  family  moving  in  a        

respectable  rank  of  life,  respectably  connected,  and. of  unimpeach- 
able character;  and  that  one  of  her  sisters  was  a  governess  in  a 
fiunily  of  respectability. 

BiCHABDS,  B. — This  is  a  very  difficult  case  to  deal  with :  in 
my  opinion  the  prisoner's  not  being  in  impoverished  or  distressed 
drcamstances  a^ravates  the  case.  It  is  entirely  a  mistake  for 
persons  to  imagine  that  by  pleading  guilty  prisoners  will  thereby 
escape  with  a  lighter  punishment.  If  a  person  in  an  inferior 
situation,  inferior  in  point  of  education,  of  character,  and  means, 
commit  an  offence  such  as  this,  it  strikes  me  they  are  less  morally 
guilty  than  a  person  of  the  rank  and  condition  of  the  prisoner. 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 
(Before  Cbahptok,  Perbin  and  Moore,  JJ.) 

Junes,  9  and  11,  1855. 

Reg.,  on  the  prosecution  of  Armbtronq  v.  Ki£RNAN.(a) 

Criminal  information — Cattse  against  conditional  order  for — Provoking 

to  fight  a  duel-— Privilege  ofcouraeL 

Where  a  conditional  order  for  liberty  to  file  a  criminal  ir^ormaHon  far 
sending  a  letter  provoking  to  fight  a  dtiel  has  been  granted,  although 
it  might  be  good  cause  against  making  such  order  absolute^  that  the 
prosecutor,  who  had  spoken  injuriously  of  the  defendant  in  addressing 
^  j^^  had  so  spoken  maliciously,  and  not  bona  fide  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty  as  counsel;  yet,  where  the  Court  is  not  satisfied  that  such 
injurious  expressions  of  the  prosecutor  were  irrelevant,  malicious,  and 
not  bona  fide^  they  wHl  make  absolute  the  order. 

Although  the  Court  may  he  of  opinion  that  the  observations  of  counsel, 
which  provoked  the  sending  such  a  letter,  were  privileged  as  being 
pertinent  to  the  issue  and  not  malicious,  yet  when  such  observations 
have  been  unusually  harsh  and  irritating,  it  will,  in  making  abso^ 
lute  the  conditional  order,  put  a  stay  upon  the  issuing  of  the  infor" 
motion  until  further  application, 

IN  this  case  a  conditional  order,  for  liberty  to  issue  a  criminal 
information,  had  been  obtained  against  the  defendant  for 
sending  the  following  letter  to  the  prosecutor,  Richard  Armstrong, 
Esq.,  Q.C  : 

''43,  Dame  street,  March  30. 
•'  Sir, — I  have  received  yours  of  yesterday's  date  referring  me  to 
the  letter  of  the  26th  for  a  final  reply  to  mine  of  the  28th.  Now, 
considering  the  provocation  which  I  received,  and  my  knowledge 
of  the  motives  which  prompted  it,  I  consider  that  I  have  extended 
towards  you  a  generous  forbearance  in  giving  you  repeated  oppor- 
tunities of  explaining,  in   the   coolness  of  reflection,   language 

(a)  Reported  bj  P.  J.  M'Kbnna,  Esq.,  Bamster-at-Law. 
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which  T  was  anxions  to  look  upon  as  used  in  the  heat  of  excitement 
and  intemperate  advocacy.  I  ou  have  failed  to  avail  yourself  of 
these  opportunities ;  and  while  you  have  withdrawn  the  expression 
of  your  private  deliberate  opinion,  you  have  left  unmodified  and 
unretracted  the  terms  of  coarse  and  ribald  scurrility  which  I  com- 
plained of  in  my  letter  of  the  23rd  inst.,  and  therefore  I  now 
assume  that  you  adopt,  justify,  and  repeat  them,  and  with  this 
assumption  I  address  you.  I  am  unwilling  to  criticize  too  closely 
the  vocabulary  of  a  counsel,  from  whom  nature  has  withheld  the 
facility  of  expressing  himself  in  scholarly  and  gentlemanly  Ian* 
cuage ;  still  less  do  1  desire  to  limit  the  latitude  of  zealous  and 
honourable  advocacy.  But,  after  making  every  possible  concession 
on  these  points,  I  must  brand  the  gross  and  outrageous  language 
you  have  used  towards  me  as  it  merits ;  language,  conceived  in 
the  malignant  heart  of  a  hireling  bully,  and  uttered  by  the  fetid 
lips  of  a  mercenary  coward ;  language  enforced  by  the  instructions 
of  your  attorney,  scouted  by  the  bar,  denounced  by  the  bench,  and 
falsified  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  A  master  of  human  nature 
has  well  said,  that  a  man  whom  you  have  discovered  in  the 
perpetration  of  a  dirty  action,  becomes  your  enemy  for  life.  The 
recollection  of  being  baffled  by  me  in  a  shabby  action,  threatened 
at  the  suit  of  Susan  Bennett,  in  December,  1850,  against  a  respect* 
able  gentleman  in  this  city,  for  a  letter  written  by  his  wife  in 
strict  and  honourable  confidence  to  a  member  of  your  family,  still 
rankles  in  your  dastard  heart,  and  hence  your  deadly  enmity 
to  me.  Do  not  flatter  yourself  that  you  can  impose  on  either 
profession  by  the  false  and  cowardly  plea  of  public  duty  and  the 
mterest  of  your  client.  Your  language,  your  tone,  your  manner, 
forced  conviction  on  every  man  in  court,  that  you  were  envenomed 
with  personal  sphe  and  professional  disappointment,  to  which  I 
can  add,  the  ulceration  of  mortified  feelings,  springing  from  my 
knowledge  of  the  baseness  of  your  character,  and  the  meanness 
of  your  vulgar  mind." 

The  following  letters  had  passed  between  the  prosecutor  and  the 
defendant  previous  to  the  transmission  of  the  above  letter,  on 
which  the  application  was  founded : 

"  Summer  Hill,  Nenagh,  March  23,  1855. 

•*  Sib, — Keferring  to  the  statement  you  made  this  day  in  your 
address  to  the  jury,  in  which  you  stated  your  own  private  and 
deliberate  opinion  that  my  conduct,  in  connexion  with  the  pro- 
ceedings I  instituted  against  Mr.  Aylmer  for  the  recovery  of  rent- 
diarge  due  by  him  to  Archdeacon  Knox,  was  unscrupulous,  corrupt 
and  ungentlemanlike;  that  I  had  the  most  unparalleled  impudence 
to  appear  in  court,  and  that  my  evidence  this  day  consisted  of  gross 
ftlsehood  and  deliberate  perjury,  I  now  demand  of  you,  Sir, 
whether  you  adhere  to  such  opinion  so  expressed  in  public  court, 
and  whether,  upon  reflection,  you  still  adopt  the  language  above 

referred  to. 

*'  Yours,  &c. 

"Francis  Kiernan." 


Reo. 

V. 
KlERNAH. 

1855. 

Criminal 
it^ormation. 
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^°'  A  second  note  from  Mr.  Kiernan  demanded  a  reply,  to  which  the 

KieLak.  following  reply  was  sent: 

<*  March  26. 

1855.  u  gjg^ — jn  jgpiy  ^Q  jQ^j^  j^^Q  ^f  ^i^g  24th,  and  its  demand,  my 

Criminal  addrcss  to  the  jury  proceeded  upon  the  evidence  pren  before  I 
•nfonnaHon.  spoke,  and  UDon  what  I  understood  would  be  oiFered,  and  was,  in 
fact,  received  without  objection ;  I  had  no  intention  to  throw  into 
the  scale  against  you  the  influence  of  any  thing  which  might 
tend  to  the  expression  of  my  own  private  opinion.  I  repeat  that 
I  am  not  aware,  and  but  for  your  assurance  would  think  it  incre- 
dible that  I  did  so,  and  if^  as  you  no  doubt  think  0uch  was  the 
case,  I  regret  the  circumstance  and  retract  such  expressions.  But 
so  far  as  the  language  you  complain  of  was  employed  to  suggest 
or  illustrate  the  views  with  which  the  evidence  impressed  me  in 
my  public  professional  character,  and  which  it  was  my .  duty  to 
induce  the  jury,  if  possible,  to  adopt,  I  must  decline  to  apologize 
for  the  use  of  that  language,  or  in  any  way  to  recognise  the  pro- 
priety of  the  demand  you  have  made.  I  only  did  the  best  I  could 
for  my  client,  and  would  have  reproached  myself  if  I  had  done 
less.  At  the  same  time  I  do  not  hesitate  to  express  my  regret,  at 
having  been  the  means,  even  in  the  discharge  of  my  professional 
duty,  of  creating  pain  or  offence — an  alternative  which  nothing 
but  the  paramount  claim  of  duty  has  ever  induced  me  to  adopt. 

"  Yours,  &c. 

"  Kd.  Armstbong." 
It  appeared,  from  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  cause,  that  Mr.  Armstrong,  in  his  address, 
has  imputed  to  the  defendant  ^*  the  grossest  perjury,"  "  deliberate 
and  infamous  peijurv,"  "*  unscrupulous,  corrupt,  shabby  and  sharp 
practice,"  and  had  observed  that  the  defendant  had  absented  him- 
self from  his  office  to  avoid  payment  by  Mr.  Aylmer,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  costs.  There  were  also  a  number  of  affidavits 
made  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  by  jurors,  solicitors,  and  other 
persons  of  rei<pectability  and  station,  stating  that  they  had  never 
heard  so  violent  an  attack  ever  made  by  counsel.  Mr.  Kiernan 
charged  that  the  prosecutor  was  actuated  by  feelings  of  spite  and 
malevolence,  and  that  the  attack  was  irrelevant  and  purely 
malicious.  One  reason  for  this  belief  assigned  by  him  was  that 
he  was  not  in  the  habit  of  giving;  Mr.  Armstrong^^briefs  on  circuit. 
For  the  purpose  of  justifying  the  charge  about  Susan  Bennett, 
Mr.  Kiernan  stated  that  a  person  of  that  name  was  employed  as  a 
domestic  servant  by  Captain  Grady,  of  Stillargan  Castle,  and 
that  defendant  was  consulted  professionally  by  that  gentleman  as 
to  an  action  of  libel,  which  was  threatened  by  Susan  Bennett,  the 
subject  of  the  action  being  a  letter  written  by  Mrs.  Grady  to 
Mrs.  Armstrong,  as  to  the  character  of  the  servant,  who  was  about 
being  hired  by  the  latter  lady,  and  which  he  believed  at  the  time 
must  have  been  handed  over  by  Mr.  Armstrong  to  Susan  Bennett. 
This  was  put^  not  as  direct  accusation  against  Mr.  Armstrong, 
but  as  giving  a  colour  to  the  charge  in  the  letter.     Both  Mr.  and 
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Mrs.  Armstrong  swore  that  they  never  gave  up  the  letter  alladed  ^^' 

to  bj  the  defendant  in  his  affidavit  to  Susan  Bennett  or  any  other  Kxi^^y^ 

person.     The  remaining  facts  of  the  case,  together  with  the  argu-        

ments  of  counsel,  and  the  few  cases  cited,  will  appear  sufficiently  1855. 

in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  which  was  delivered  by  Crampton,  J.  criminal 

Damd  Lynch,  Q.  C,  and  J.  JE,  Wahk,  were  heard  on  showing  v^ormatitm. 

cause ;  and  Brewster ^  Q,  C,  Hartley ,  Q.  C,  and  Francis  Brady y       

appeared  to  support  the  conditional  order. 

JUDGMENT. 

The  parties  in  this  case  are  Bichard  Armstrong,  Q.  C,  the  pro^ 
secutor,  a  gentlenum  of  eminence  and  practice  in  his  profession, 
and  the  defendant,  Mr.  Kiernan,  a  respectable  attorney,  also  in 
considerable  practice.  These  parties  each  belong  to  honourable 
professions,  equally  entitled  to  the  consideration  and  protection  of 
the  court.  Mr.  Armstrong  obtained  a  conditional  order  for  a 
criminal  information  against  the  defendant  for  sending  a  letter, 
bearing  date  the  23rd  of  March,  1855,  the  manifest  and  unmis- 
takable tendency  of  which  was  to  provoke  Mr.  Armstrong  to 
fight  a  duel  with  the  writer.  The  defendant  stated  in  his  affidavit 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  provoke  to  a  breach  of  the  peace ;  however 
that  may  be,  we  must  judge  of  intentions,  not  by  a  man's  secret 
motives^  but  by  his  acts  and  declarations.  No  one  can  read  that 
letter  without  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  tendency  and 
intent  was  that  which  the  prosecutor  attributes  to  it,  namely,  to 
provoke  to  fight  a  duel.  According  to  the  ordinary  and  salutary 
practice  of  thb  court,  it  would  be  at  once  our  duty  to  make 
absolute  that  conditional  order,  if  we  had  only  to  consider  whether 
the  act  of  the  defendant  had  the  tendency  which  it  is  alleged  it 
had:  but  the  prosecutor's  title  to  this  order  is  resisted  on  the 
grounds  that  his  own  misconduct  had  provoked  the  injury  of 
which  he  complains,  and  that  that  provocation  was  a  speech  made 
by  the  prosecutor  as  counsel  in  a  case  of  Kiernan  v.  Aylmer,  which 
was  tried  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  North  Biding  of  Tipperary,  in 
which  the  defendant  was  plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Armstrong  was  pro- 
fessionally engaged  for  Mr.  Aylmer.  Undoubtedly  the  speecti  of 
Mr.  Armstrong,  if  not  protected  by  the  privilege  of  counsel, 
would  be  slanderous  in  the  highest  degree,  and  the  controversy 
now  is  whether  that  speech  was  so  protected.  The  defendant  says 
the  attack  on  him  was  wanton,  unjustifiable  and  unnecessary ;  nay, 
more,  that  it  was  prejudicial  to  Mr.  Armstrong's  client,  wnile  the 
prosecutor's  counsel  say,  no  matter  how  severe  or  galling  that  speech 
was,  it  was  spoken  by  the  prosecutor  in  the  dischai^e  of  his  duty 
as  counsel,  that  it  was  all  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  and  only 
a  legitimate  comment  on  the  evidence  in  the  case.  If  the  pro- 
secutor be  right  there  has  been  no  sufficient  cause  shown  against 
the  rule ;  if  the  defendant  be  right  it  should  be  discharged.  Much 
has  been  said  in  this  case  on  the  liberty  of  speech  which  the  law 
aDows  to  the  advocate.  The  importance  of  this  liberty,  and  the 
necessity  for  having  counsel  unfettered,  has  been  strongly  ui^ed 
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Rm.  on  one  hand,  and  the  grievoas  abuse  to  which  an  unrestricted 

KxBRNAir.  ^I^^i^y  ™<^7  lesidj  has  been  strongly  pressed  on  the  other  side ;  but 

*  we  must  say  all  liberty  is  liable  to  abuse  and  may  run  into  excess, 

1865.  and  further,  that  privileges  which  are  most  valuable  are  most 

^j^TT^     likely  to  be  abused.     The  impunity  of  the  barrister  is  not  the 
it^brmatiom,    privilege  of  the  counscl,  but  of  the  client  whom  he  represents ; 

and  I  would  say,  freedom  of  speech  in  courts  of  justice  is  as  neces-* 

sary  for  the  protection  of  life,  liberty  and  property,  as  it  is  in 
either  house  of  Parliament.  Mr.  Lynch,  however,  for  the 
defendant,  said,  in  his  able  speech,  which  was  a  mixture  of  zeal 
and  temperance  which  cannot  be  too  much  praised  (and  I  should 
say  the  way  in  which  this  case  has  been  discussed  shows  how 
counsel  can  discuss  with  temperance,  moderation,  and  propriety), 
let  the  advocate  be  perfectly  free^  but  let  not  his  freedom  degene- 
rate into  malicious  slander  or  licentiousness;  but  how  are  the  Umits 
to  be  fixed,  I  would  ask  ?  With  great  deference,  I  sa^  it  is  im- 
possible to  fix  these  limits.  In  the  heat  of  Nisi  Prius,  m  the  full 
tide  of  impassioned  eloquence,  the  most  correct  counsel  may  pass 
the  bounds  of  temperance.  Human  nature  is  frail ;  there  are 
securities,  however,  against  abuse.  Self  respect,  considerations 
of  duty,  feelings  as  a  gentleman,  a  barrister,  and  a  Christian,  the 
interference  of  the  presiding  judge,  even  the  personal  interest  of 
the  advocate,  are  better  safeguards  than  statutes  or  the  inter- 
ference of  criminal  courts.  I  do  mean  to  say,  however,  that  when 
that  liberty  has  been  made  a  doak  for  malice,  that  in  such  a  case 
the  slanderer  should  not  be  allowed  to  shelter  himself  in  this  robe  of 
protection,  or  that  in  such  a  case  he  will  find  favour  or  protection 
in  this  court.  It  was  stated  that  the  defendant  had  no  remedy 
by  action  for  the  injury  which  he  complains  of;  whether  he  has  or 
not  is  not  now  the  question  before  the  court;  but  I  consider 
Hodgson  v.  Scarhtt{a)  lays  down  two  positions  in  conformity  with 
the  earlier  cases, — first,  that  counsel  is  not  liable,  no  matter  how 
strong  or  severe  his  observations,  if  they  were  made  bona  fide  and 
were  pertinent  to  the  case ;  secondly,  that  when  it  is  proved  that 
the  injurious  words  were  not  spoken  bon&fide^  and  that  there  was 
express  malice,  the  words,  which  would  otherwise  be  privileged, 
may  be  actionable.  In  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett^  Mr.  Scarlett's  words 
were,  ^'  that  the  act  (the  defendant's)  was  one  of  the  most  pro- 
fligate things  I  ever  knew  to  be  done  by  a  professional  man,"  and 
^'he  (the  defendant)  is  a  fraudulent  and  wicKed  attorney."  Severe 
and  insulting  as  these  observations  were,  because  the  court 
considered  them  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue  in  that  case, 
and  spoken  bond  fidsy  commenting  on  the  evidence,  they  held 
them  not  to  be  actionable.  The  words  complained  of  here  are 
perhaps  more  strong  and  more  severe  than  those  used  by  Mr. 
Scarlett ;  but  did  the  prosecutor  use  them,  bond  fide  considering 
them  a  fair  comment  on  the  evidence?  To  come  more  immediately 
to  the  matter  before  us,  how  are  we  to  determine  between  the 

(a)  1  Bar.  &  Aid.  232. 
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proflecutor  and  the  defendant?    On  thmr  fttat^ments  are  w^  to       ^"^ 
determine  that  these  observations  were  relevant  to  the  isBues  on     kibbkan. 

the  record  ?     How  are  we  to  institute  the  investigation  ?     Such  a        

question  must  be  tried  by  a  jury.     How  is  the  court  in  its  present        ^^^- 
attitude  and  position  to  pronounce  on  such  a  question.    The  action      cnmiiMl 
in  which  Mr,  Armstrong's  speech  was  made  was  one  for  libel,  con-  iitfonnatioi^ 
tained  in  letters  written  by  Mr.  Aylmer  to  Archdeacon  Knox,       — 
reflecting  on  the  character  of  Mr.  Kieman.     The  charge  in  this 
letter  was,  that  Mr.  Kieman,  in  a  matter  referred  to,  had  been 
guilty  of  sharp  practice  and  of  manufacturing  costs.     These  were 
the  libels  complained  of,  and  the  extraordinary  defence  set  up  was, 
that  the  chaises  were  true  in  substance,  and  that  Mr.  Aylmer 
made  them  in  the  belief  in  their  truth,  and  without  malice.     The 
monstrous  issues  offered  by  this  defence,  unwarranted  either  by 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  or  by  any  thing  else,  was  taken 
by  Mr.  Eaeman  in  my  opinion  most  rashly.     He  gives  as  his 
reason  for  so  doing,  that  he  wished  to  vindicate  his  character  from 
the  libel  as  completely  and  as  soon  as  possible,  and  accordingly 
issues  were  agreed  on,  whether  the  matter  stated  in  the  libel  were 
true  in  fiM^t  or  not,  and  whether  Mr.  Aylmer  wrote  them  without 
malice,  and  with  a  belief  in  their  truth  as  alleged*     I  think  a  wider 
issue  could  not  be  taken,  or  one  allowing  more  latitude  to  counseL 
The  prosecutor  was  counsel  for  Mr.  Aylmer,  it  was  his  duty  to 
persuade  the  jury  that  these  several  charges  were  true,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  sharp  practice  of  manufac- 
turing costs;    and  it  is  lamentable  to  thmk  that  a  difference 
as    to    a    miserable   sum   of   4«.  6d.9    dhould    have  led    to  all 
these  consequences.     The  defendant,  on  the  trial  of  that  action 
for  libel,   offered  himself  as   a  witness,  and  asserted  no  doubt 
bis  innocence   of  the  charge  made  against  him  by  Mr.  Aylmer. 
He    was  cross-examined,  and  doubtless  doeely,  and  at  length* 
Two    witnesses,    Byrne    and    Roe,  contradicted    him   in  some 
matters.     The  witnesses  were  confronted,  and  there  was  a  conflict 
of   evidence    between    Mr.    Aylmer   and    Mr.  Kieman.      The 
questions  were  put,  and  answers  made  over  again.     Was  not, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  advocate  for  Mr.  Aylmer  justified 
in  asserting  the  troth  of  his  client's  case  ?    We  cannot  find  any- 
thing that  was  said  by  Mr.  Armstrong  that  was  irrelevant  that 
can  be  called  malicious,  and  not  band  fide  intended  to  persuade  the 
jary  that  Mr.  Aylmer's  statements  were  coirect.     I  am  not  here 
adverting  to  some  of  these  epithets  so  justly  complained  of.  Much 
was  said  about  private  prejudice  and  malice  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Armstrong,  and  that  he  used  the  occasion  of  this  trial  to  abuse 
and  insult  the  defendant.     However  Mr.  Kieman  may   have 
grounds  for  entertaining  this  suspicion,  it  is  no  more  than  suspi- 
cion, and  there  is  no  evidence  beiore  us  to  lead  us  to  that  conclu- 
rion.     The  matters  referred  to  to  support  this  charge  I  dhall  not 
go  into,  and  the  story  about  Susan  Bennett  is  quite  insufficient  to 
found  any  such  notion.     At  first  the  court  was  disposed  to  think 
it  of  some  importance,  but  when  it  came  to  be  examined  and 
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l^Bo.  explained  the  whole  fabric  at  once  vanishes  into  thin  air.    I  do  not 

KiERH AN.  ^^^^  to  say  that  the  defendant  had  not  reasonable  grounds  for 

the  suspicion  he  entertained^  but  we  cannot  assume  that  the  pro«* 

1855.  secutor  s  observations  were  irrelevant  or  malicious^  and  we  have 

Cfimmal     ^^  mode  of  trying  this  question  on  a  motion  for  liberty  to  file  a 
mformatiom,    criminal  information.     I  must,  however,  say  this  much,  not  in  jus- 

tification,  but  in  palliation  of  the  defendant's  conduct,  that  there 

are  before  us  fifteen  afiidavits,  which,  if  true,  abundantly  establish 
that  the  speech  of  Mr.  Armstrong  was  one  of  extreme,  1  may  add, 
of  undue  severity,  calculated  to  wound  his  feelings  and  deeply 
injure  him  both  in  his  private  and  professional  character,  and  that 
it  went  far  beyond  the  bounds  usually  taken  by  counsel  in  advo- 
cating their  client^s  case.  I  am  happy  to  say  Mr.  Kieman  was 
acquitted  of  the  charge  and  had  a  triumphant  verdict,  and  I 
would  have  hoped  the  matter  might  have  ended  then.  I  wish  he 
had  been  satisfied  with  his  triumph  and  the  assertion  of  his  inno- 
cence. Stung,  however,  with  the  castigation  he  received,  he 
wrote  these  letters,  one  on  the  day  after  the  trial,  the  other  after 
a  lapse  of  a  couple  of  days.  I  must  say  Mr.  Armstrong's  answer 
was  manly  and  honest  The  defendant,  in  his  first  letter,  called 
Mr.*  Armstrong's  attention  to  the  statement  in  his  speech,  that  in 
his  (counsel's)  private  and  deliberate  opinion  Mr.  Kieman's  con- 
duct had  been  unscrupulous,  corrupt,  and  ungentlemanly,  and  he 
was  asked  would  he  adhere  to  that  statement.  Mr.  Armstrong's 
answer  was,  that  he  was  not  aware  of  having  so  expressed  himself, 
but  that,  if  he  had^  he  regretted  and  retracted  the  expression. 
I  think  that  letter  does  hun  and  his  advisers  credit.  He  also 
reiused  to  retract  any  observation  made  by  him  as  counsel  during 
the  trial  Now,  to  pause  here,  I  think  the  defendant  after  this 
should  have  stayed  his  hand.  He  had  got  a  verdict  in  his  favour, 
a  retraction  of  that  of  which  he  had  first  complained.  Mr.  Arm- 
strong disclaimed  having  given  his  own  testimony  or  expressed  his 
private  opinion,  and  if  such  had  fallen  from  him,  he  regretted  and 
retracted  it.  The  defendant,  however,  was  not  yet  satisfied,  and 
he  sent  the  letter  of  the  23rd  of  March,  the  letter  on  which  the 
conditional  order  was  obtained.  I  cannot  characterize  too  strongly 
the  coarseness,  the  illegality,  or  the  impropriety  of  that  letter,  and 
not  one  word  in  vindication  of  it  was  ofiered  by  the  defendant's 
counseL  The  charges  against  Mr.  Armstrong  contained  in  that 
letter  are  fully  denied  by  him,  and  the  cause  therefore,  shown  by 
the  defendant  in  this  part  of  the  case,  &lls  to  the  ground.  We 
cannot  say  that  the  letter  of  the  23rd  was  proVoked  by  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  prosecutor.  It  appears,  however,  that  the  speech 
of  the  prosecutor  was  one  of  unusual  and  extreme  harshness  and 
severity,  and  that  observations  were  made,  not  only  calculated  to 
irritate  but  to  inflict  deep  injury.  Under  these  circumstances 
what  is  the  court  to  do  ?  By  refusing  the  information,  we  should 
admit  that  the  defendant's  letter  was  provoked  by  improper  con- 
duct of  the  prosecutor ;  by  granting  it  unqualifiedly,  we  should 
approve  of  all  that  fell  from  the  prosecutor  on  the  trial.     We  are, 
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(or  the  first  time^  called  on  to  decide  in  snch  a  case.    The  court        ^'^' 
has  looked  into  the  case  of  Butt  v.  Jack»on^  and  we  are  disposed  to     kibbhav. 

applj  the  rule  in  that  case  to  the  present,  to  adhere  to  the  doctrine        

toere  laid  down,  and  to  adopt  the  language  of  the  eminent  judge        ^^^^' 
who  was  then  chief  of  this  court.     The  cases   are  very  much      crimmal 
alike,  and  the  fact  that  a  challenge  was  sent  by  the  defendant,   Mt/bnnaiuw. 
Mr.  Jackson,  makes  no  difference;  for  sending  a  letter  which 
must  provoke  a  challenge  is  not  substantially  different  from  send- 
ing a  challenge.     I  had  intended  to  have  read  some  passages  from 
the  judgment  of  Chief  Justice  Blackburn  in  that  case,  but  I  find 
I  have  already  taken  too  much  time.     The  rule  in  this  case  will 
be  the   same  as  in  Butt  v.  Jackson^  disallow  the   cause   shown* 
and  make  the  conditional  order  absolute ;  the  information  not  to 
iflsae  without  further  order  of  the  court* 


frrtanlr. 

COUET  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

(Before  Monahan,  CJ".,   Pigot,  C.B.,  Cbamfton  and 

Ball^  J  J.,  and  Greene,  B.) 

Beg.  «•  Mabcub  BoNNBB.(a) 

Indktment^^^*^  Parcel  ^'•^Pteoding^^  Sufficiency  of  deecriptwn. 

The  word  *^ parcel"  is  not  a  sufficient  description  of  the  proper^ 
alleged  in  an  indictment  to  have  been  stolenj  and  the  court  will  quash 
a  conviction  upon  such  an  indictment. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  **  one  parcel  of  the.  value  of  one 
shUUng^  of  the  goods^  ^.  The  parcel  in  question  was  taken  from 
the  hold  of  a  vesselj  out  of  a  box  broken  open  by  the  prisoner. 

Rddj  an  insufficient  description, 

THE    following  case  was  reserved  by  the  Becoider  of  the 
borough  of  Londonderry. 
''The  prisoner,  Marcus  Bonner,  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last 

(a)  Beportad  bj  P.  J.  M*Kxiiha,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Baa        October  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  borough  of  Londonderry, 
BoNNBB.     ^^  '^  indictment  of  which  a  copy  is  annexed.     It  appeared  in 

evidence,  that  on  the  3rd  of  September  last  the  prisoner  was 

1855.        employed  by  the  prosecutors,  who  are  the  owners  of  the  steamer 

Tndi^mau^  ^V'^  ^^  stowing  the  cargo  with  which  the  said  vessel  was  being 

Pleading^    loaded  to  proceed  to  Liverpool,  and  on  this  occasion  he  forced  open 

Sufficiene^  qf  several  boxes  which  had  been  lowered  into  the  hold  of  the  vessel, 

^'^l*^    from  one  of  which  he  abstracted  and  carried  off  the  parcel  in 

question* 

**  No  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  parcel  was  given^  and 
the  prosecutors  had  no  property  in  it,  except  as  carriers.  Mr* 
Hamilton,  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  contended,  that  the  contents 
of  the  parcel  should  have  been  stated  by  name,  and  that  the  word 
*^  parcel;"  was  not  a  sufficient  description  of  property  stolen.  I  was 
of  opinion,  that  in  cases  like  the  present,  of  parties  in  possession 
as  carriers  of  goods  in  packages,  of  the  contents  of  which  they  are 
ignorant;  the  word  **  parcel "  was  a  sufficient  description  of  such 
property;  as  of  a  chattel  in  their  possession. 

'*  The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  I  respited  the  sentence,  and 
at  the  request  of  Mr.  Hamilton,  reserved  the  case  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  upon  the 
question  whether,  in  such  a  case,  the  word  *' parcel  is  a  sufficient 
description  of  property  in  an  indictment  for  larceny. 

"  W.  P.  Leathem." 

The  following  is  the  description  of  the  property  from  the  copy 
of  the  indictment  appended  to  the  case :  "  One  parcel  of  the  value 
of  one  shilling,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Samuel  Gilliland." 

HamiUonyWt  the  prisoner. — *' Parcel"  is  not  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion. It  does  not  sufficiently  identify  the  article  so  as  to  enable 
the  prisoner,  if  subsequently  indicted  on  the  same  charge,  to  plead 
autrefois  convict     A  parcel,  taking  it  most  advantageously  for  the 

Crown,  is  but  a  quantity  of  goods,  and  in  The  King  v. (1  Chitty 

BeportS;  698.)  In  that  case,  which  was  an  indictment  for  a  con- 
spiracy to  defraud  the  prosecutor  of  *^  divers  goods,"  Abbott,  C.J., 
expresses  an  opinion,  that  though  such  description  was  sufficient 
in  an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  that  it  would  not  suffice  in  an 
indictment  for  larceny*  In  Bex  v.  jFVy,  reported  2  Russell  on 
Crimes*  109^  it  was  held^  that  an  indictment  for  stealing  10/1  in 
moneys  numbered,  is  not  a  suffident  description  in  an  indictment 
for  larceny.  In  Bex  v.  Chalkky  (Buss.  &  By.  258),  it  was 
held  that  ''certain  cattle"  was  not  a  sufficient  description. 
Non  coMtatf  but  this  parcel  was  deeds  concerning  realty,  and  thus 
could  not  be  the  subject  of  an  indictment  at  common  law. 
**  Parcel "  laeans  either  ''  a  part "  of  something,  or  ''  a  portion  of 
land,"  and  is  therefore  utterly  insufficient :  he  also  referred  to 
Johnson's  Dictionary. 

CarbalUsg  Q.C.,  for  the  Crown. — The  word  ''parcel"  is  a 
sufficient  description.  From  the  case  it  appears  that  the  prose- 
cutors were  carriers;   it  would  be  a  breach  of  trust  and  most 
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improper  for  carriers  to  open  parcels  confided  to  them,  and  unless 
they  were  to  do  so,  they  could  not  describe  the  contents  of  the 
parcel  with  that  sufficiency  which  counsel  for  the  prisoner  insists  on, 

Geuben,  B. — Suppose  a  box  has  been  entrusted  to  a  carrier  by 
A.  B.,  and  it  is  stolen  from  him»  cannot  he  go  to  A.  B.  and  inform  j^^^^^^j^^ 
himself  of  the  contents?  Pleading— 

PiGOT,  C.B. — Justice  need  not  in  any  way  be  thwarted   by  Suffidencjfqf 
indsting  on  a  fuller  description.      It  might  have  been  described     ^•«*^'^- 
as  a  brown  paper  parcel  bound  with  a  piece  of  twine^  or  some  such 
description  of  its  exterior  appearance. 

Crampton,  J. — Could  not  an  indictment  have  been  framed  for 
taking  the  covering? 

Carballis,  Q.  C,  referred  to  1  Will.  4,  c.  68,  sect  2,  to  show  the 
word  ^  parcel "  used  as  a  word  of  description. 

MoNAHAN,  C.  J. — You  might  as  well  arffue  that  the  word 
^'  package,"  which  is  also  in  that  act,  was  sufficient.  The  truth  is, 
the  prisoner  stole  something,  but  what  it  is  nobody  yet  knows. 

Conviction  quaghed. 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Ex  parte  D(>VBTON.(a) 

November  12,  1855. 

Criminal  information — Libellous  imputation  contained  in  resolution  of 

vestry. 

At  a  vesiry  meeting  a  resolution  was  adopted  containing  imputations  of 
sacrilege  and  felony  against  the  rector  of  the  parish^  in  reference  to 
the  appropriation  of  stone  halls  belonging  to  the  church.  At  a  sfibse^ 
quent  meeting^  held  in  consequence  of  the  rector  having  called  for  an 
explanation  and  apology,  another  resolution  was  passed  to  the  effect 
that  it  was  not  intend^  by  the  former  resolution  to  impute  sacrilege 
and  felony  in  a  legal  sense ;  that,  as  the  stone  balls  had  been  given 
bach^  no  further  proceedings  should  be  taken,  and  the  former  reso^ 
lution  expunged.  These  resolutions  were  signed  by  S.  as  chairman. 
The  rector  <Ud  not  personally  attend  the  vestry  on  either  occasion : 

Held,  thai  under  these  circumstances  there  was  not  sufficient  ground 
for  granting  a  rule  for  a  criminal  information  against  S,,  although 
the  rector,  by  his  affidavit,  completely  vindicated  himself  from  any 
suspicion  of  improper  conduct, 

SIR  F.  THESIGtER  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  one 
Saunders,  a  parishioner  of  a  parish  in  the  county  of  Devon, 
to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  information  for  a  libel  should  not  be 
filed  against  him.  The  applicant  was  the  Rev.  Mr.  Doveton,  the 
rector  of  the  parish,  who  having  found  upon  the  premises  belonging 
to  the  rectory  two  stone  balls,  which  he  supposed  to  have  formed 

Eart  of  the  rectory  buildings,  but  which,  in  fact,  had  formerly 
een  removed  from  the  stone  pillars  of  a  gateway  leading  to  the 
church,  had  given  leave  to  one  of  the  parishioners  to  take  them 
away,  and  use  them  for  another  gateway.  Afterwards  discovering 
his  mistake,  he  informed  the  person  to  whom  he  had  given  that 
leave,  that  he  must  not  have  them  without  obtaining  the  consent 
of  the  churchwardens.  Nevertheless,  on  the  15th  September  a 
notice  was  issued  summoning  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners  to 
decide  what  steps  should  be  taken  in  consequence  of  the  appro- 

Eriation  of  these  stones ;  and  on  the  20th  a  vestry  meeting  was 
eld,  at  which  a  resolution  was  passed  unanimously,  imputing  in 
terms  that  the  rector  had  committed  '^  sacrilege  or  felony  ''  in  the 

(aj  Reported  by  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Barrister  •at  Law. 
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appTopriatioQ  of  theee  stones  without  leave  of  the  churchwardens.     Ea  parte 
The  rector  at  once  required  an  explanation  of,  and  apology  for,     Po^grow. 
this  resolution,  and  demanded  that  it  should  be  expunged  from  the       1355. 
minutes  of  the  vestrj.     In  consequence  of  that  request  a  second        -; — 
vestry  meeting  was  held  upon  the  4th  October;  and  upon  that  i-^ST'^J^ 
occasion  a  resolution  was  passed  to  the  effect  that,  although  the       la^ 
vestry  had  no  intention  of  imputing  sacrilege  or  felony  to  the 
rector  in  a  legal  sense,  they  could  not  approve  of  the  removal  of 
the  stones  without  the  consent  of  the  churchwardens  or  parish- 
bners;  but  that,  the  balls  having  been  given  back,  no  further  prp- 
ceedings  should  be  taken,  and  that  the  former  resolution  should 
be  expunged.     In  accordance  with  that  second  resolution  lines 
had  been  drawn  through  the  first  resolution,  but  in  a  manner  which 
left  it  quite  legible.    The  rector  did  not  attend  either  meeting; 
and  Mr.  Saunders  signed  the  resolution  as  chairman. 

LoBD  Cahpbell,  C.J. — I  think  a  rule  ought  not  to  be 
granted  in  this  case.  The  rector  has  shown  that  he  acted  most 
properly,  and  that  he  has  been  charged  without  any  foundation. 
His  character  is  above  all  suspicion ;  but,  if  Mr.  Saunders  is  liable 
to  a  criminal  information,  the  whole  parish  is  equally  liable.  The 
parishioners  meet  in  vestry ;  and  they  come  to  a  resolution,  very 
mtemperately  and  very  improperly  expressed ;  but  this  application 
is  not  founded  upon  tnat  resolution,  but  upon  the  other  which  was 
passed  in  explanation  of  it.  The  rector  required  an  explanation^ 
and  a  second  vestry  was  called.  So  far  that  was  a  proper  pro- 
cee^ng.  They  might  have  come  to  a  resolution  which  would  have 
been  deemed  by  the  rector  a  satisfactory  retractation  of  the 
charges  contained  in  the  first.  But  as  to  Mr.  Saunders,  all  we 
know  is,  that  he  was  in  the  chair.  He  may  have  advised  the 
parishioners  to  come  to  some  more  explicit  and  generous  retracta- 
tion of  the  terms  employed  in  the  first  resolution.  I  rather  wish 
that  Mr.  Doveton  had  attended  the  meetings  of  the  vestry; 
because  I  think  that  if  he  had  attended  the  first  and  given  the 
explanation  which  he  has  now  offered,  the  first  resolution  would 
never  have  been  passed;  or,  if  he  had  attended  the  second,  and 
made  the  same  explanation,  the  vestrv  would  have  adopted  a 
more  ample  retractation  and  apology.  Then,  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  first  resolution  has  been  expunged,  it  must  certainly  be 
considered  as  erased,  and  it  may  at  any  time  be  obliterated.  I 
cannot  say  that  the  second  resolution  alone  affords  a  sufficient 
ground  for  issuing  a  criminal  information;  and  now  that  Mr. 
i)oveton  has  by  his  affidavit  completely  vindicated  his  conduct  in 
the  matter,  I  am  sure  that  it  is  for  the  peace  of  the  parish  and  the 
good  of  the  church  that  the  rule  should  be  refused. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  also  think  that  upon  these  affidavits  Mr. 
Doveton  is  completely  exculpated  from  the  charges  made  against 
him;  but  I  should  be  extremely  sorry  to  have  it  thought  that 
when  a  vestry  meeting,  colourably  held  for  that  purpose,  is  made 
the  means  oif  publishmg  an  attack  of  a  gross  and  unfounded 
character  upon  the  rector  or  any  other  person,  such  person  could 

VOL.  VIL  c 


16  CRIMmAL  LAW   CASES. 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

Ex  parte  D(>VBTON.(a) 

November  12,  1855. 

Criminal  information — Libellous  imputation  contained  in  resolution  of 

vestry. 

At  a  vestry  meeting  a  resolution  was  adopted  containing  imputations  of 
sacrilege  and  felony  against  the  rector  of  the  parish^  in  reference  to 
the  appropriation  of  stone  balls  belonging  to  the  church.  At  a  sfibse- 
quent  meeting ^  held  in  consequence  of  the  rector  having  called  for  an 
explanation  and  apology,  another  resolution  was  passed  to  the  effect 
that  it  was  not  intended  by  the  former  resolution  to  impute  sacrilege 
and  felony  in  a  legal  sense ;  that,  as  the  stone  balls  had  been  given 
bach,  no  further  proceedings  should  be  taken,  and  the  former  reso- 
lution  expunged.  These  resolutions  were  signed  by  S.  as  chairman. 
The  rector  did  not  personally  attend  the  vestry  on  either  occasion : 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  there  was  not  sufficient  ground 
for  granting  a  rule  for  a  criminal  information  against  S,,  although 
the  rector,  by  his  affidavit,  completely  vindicated  himself  from  any 
suspicion  of  improper  conduct, 

SIB  F.  THESIGEB  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  one 
Saunders,  a  parishioner  of  a  parish  in  the  county  of  Devon^ 
to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  information  for  a  libel  should  not  be 
filed  against  him.  The  applicant  was  the  Rev.  Mr.  Doveton,  the 
rector  of  the  parish,  who  having  found  upon  the  premises  belonging 
to  the  rectory  two  stone  balls,  which  he  supposed  to  have  formed 

Eart  of  the  rectory  buildings,  but  which,  in  fact,  had  formerly 
een  removed  from  the  stone  pillars  of  a  gateway  leading  to  the 
church,  had  given  leave  to  one  of  the  parishioners  to  take  them 
away,  and  use  them  for  another  gateway.  Afterwards  discovering 
his  mistake,  he  informed  the  person  to  whom  he  had  given  that 
leave,  that  he  must  not  have  them  without  obtaining  the  consent 
of  the  churchwardens.  Nevertheless,  on  the  15th  September  a 
notice  was  issued  summoning  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners  to 
decide  what  steps  should  be  taken  in  consequence  of  the  appro- 

Eriation  of  these  stones ;  and  on  the  20th  a  vestry  meeting  was 
eld,  at  which  a  resolution  was  passed  unanimously,  imputing  in 
terms  that  the  rector  had  committed  ''  sacrilege  or  felony  "  in  the 
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•ppropriatioQ  of  these  stones  without  leaye  of  the  churchwardens.     JSaparfB 
The  rector  at  once  required  an  explanation  of,  and  apolop^y  for,     i>oveton. 
this  resolution,  and  demanded  that  it  should  be  expunged  from  the       1355. 

minntes  of  the  vestrj.    In  consequence  of  that  request  a  second        

▼estrj  meeting  was  held  upon  the  4th  October;  and  upon  that  .  f)7"**^ 
occasion  a  resolution  was  passed  to  the  effect  that,  although  the  ^  loSl'^^ 
▼estry  had  no  intention  of  imputing  sacrilege  or  felony  to  the 
rector  in  a  legal  sense,  they  could  not  approve  of  the  removal  of 
the  stones  without  the  consent  of  the  churchwardens  or  parish- 
ioners; bat  that,  the  balls  having  been  given  back,  no  further  prp- 
ceedings  should  be  taken,  and  that  the  former  resolution  should 
be  expanded.  In  accordance  with  that  second  resolution  lines 
had  been  drawn  through  the  first  resolution,  but  in  a  manner  which 
left  it  quite  legible.  The  rector  did  not  attend  either  meeting; 
and  Mr.  Saunders  signed  the  resolution  as  chairman. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — I  think  a  rule  ought  not  to  be 
granted  in  this  case.  The  rector  has  shown  that  he  acted  most 
properly,  and  that  be  has  been  charged  without  any  foundation. 
Uis  chaiacter  is  above  all  suspicion ;  but,  if  Mr.  Saunders  is  liable 
to  a  criminal  information,  the  whole  parish  is  equally  liable.  The 
parishioners  meet  in  vestry ;  and  they  come  to  a  resolution,  very 
intemperately  and  very  improperly  expressed ;  but  this  application 
is  not  founded  upon  that  resolution,  but  upon  the  other  which  was 
passed  in  explanation  of  it.  The  rector  required  an  explanation, 
and  a  second  vestry  was  called.  So  far  that  was  a  proper  pro- 
ceeding. They  might  have  come  to  a  resolution  which  would  have 
been  deemed  by  the  rector  a  satisfactory  retractation  of  the 
diaiges  containea  in  the  first.  But  as  to  Mr.  Saunders,  all  we 
know  is,  that  he  was  in  the  chair.  He  may  have  advised  the 
parishioners  to  come  to  some  more  explicit  and  generous  retracta- 
tion of  the  terms  employed  in  the  first  resolution.  I  rather  wish 
that  Mr.  Doveton  had  attended  the  meetings  of  the  vestry; 
because  I  think  that  if  he  had  attended  the  first  and  given  the 
explanation  which  he  has  now  offered,  the  first  resolution  would 
never  have  been  passed;  or,  if  he  had  attended  the  second,  and 
made  the  same  explanation,  the  vestir  would  have  adopted  a 
more  ample  retractation  and  apology.  Then,  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  first  resolution  has  been  expunged,  it  must  certainly  be 
considered  as  erased,  and  it  may  at  any  time  be  obliterated.  I 
cannot  say  that  the  second  resolution  alone  affords  a  sufficient 

Knnd  for  issuing  a  criminal  information;  and  now  that  Mr, 
veton  has  by  his  affidavit  completely  vindicated  his  conduct  in 
the  matter,  I  am  sure  that  it  is  for  the  peace  of  the  parish  and  the 
good  of  the  church  that  the  rule  should  be  refused. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  also  think  that  upon  these  affidavits  Mr. 
Doveton  is  completely  exculpated  from  the  charges  made  against 
him;  but  I  should  be  extremely  sorry  to  have  it  thought  that 
when  a  vestry  meeting,  colourably  held  for  that  purpose,  is  made 
the  means  of  publishing  an  attack  of  a  gross  and  unfounded 
character  upon  the  rector  or  any  other  person,  such  person  could 
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^jNcrftf     QQ^  obtain  protection   from   this  coart     Judging   from  these 

]!^"'    affidavits  odIj,  the  conduct  of  the  persons  who  voted  at  these 

1855.       vestry  meetings  appears  to  have  been  extremely  scandalous,  and  I 

TT       cannot  give  them  credit  for  any  candid  and  honest  wish  to  retrace 

infirrm^on'--'  ^7  ^^^  secoud  rcsolution  the  step  which  they  took  by  the  first; 

UUl       but,  probably,  the  opportunity  which  Mr*  Ooveton  now  has  had  of 

fully  answering  these  imputations  will  be  sufficient  to  set  him  right 

with  his  parishioners ;  and  as  my  Lord  has  a  strong  opinion  against 

granting  the  application,  and  I  think  that  where  there  is  any  doubt 

the  court  ought  not  to  grant  a  criminal  infonnation,  I  acquiesce  in 

the  judgment  of  the  court 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — If  the  question  had  stood  upon  the  first  reso- 
lution, I  should  not  have  doubted  that  it  was  a  proper  case  for  a 
criminal  information ;  but  considering  the  subsequent  explanation 
and  withdrawal  contained  in  the  second,  such  as  it  was,  I  think 
there  is  hardly  enough  to  warrant  the  court  in  granting  a  criminal 
information.  The  parishioners  may  have  acted  under  some  mis* 
take  and  erroneous  information,  which  Mr.  Doveton  might  probably 
have  removed,  if  he  had  attended  either  meeting  and  exphuned 
the  real  circumstances. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  wish  to  add  that  I  entirely  concur 
in  what  has  been  laid  down  by  my  brother  Coleridge,  that  if  the 
inhabitants  of  a  parish  should  nudiciously,  and  under  colour  and 
pretence  of  meeting  in  vestry,  enter  in  the  parish  books  resolutions 
calumniating  the  rector  or'  any  other  person,  those  who  so  acted 
would  be  liwle  to  a  criminal  information. 

Rule  refiised* 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

V 

Novevnber  10^  1855. 

(Before  Jebyis^  C.  J.,  Pabke,  B.,  Eble,  J.,  Crompton,  J., 

and  WiLLES,  J. 

Reg,  v.  Gordon,  (a) 

Bankntpiey — 12  <Sr  13  VicL  c,  106 — Fehny  in  itot  surrendering — Em- 
dene^ — Jurisdiction  of  Commissioners — Publication  in  Gazette — Notice 
— Service — Duplicate  summons — Joint  (tdjudicadon — Intent  to  defraud. 

Upon  OH  indictment  against  one  of  two  bankrupts  against  whom  there 
was  a  joint  adjudication  for  not  surrendering  pursuant  to  the  \2  ^  \Z 
VicL  c.  106,  the  proceedings  m  bankruptcy^  on  being  put  in  evidence^ 
showed  several  alterations  and  interlineations.  The  papers  were  duly 
sealed  with  the  registrar's  seal :  Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
as  to  when  the  alterations  and  interlineations  were  made^  the  presump- 
tion was  that  they  were  made  in  proper  time,  and  that  therefore  the 
documents  were  admissible. 

Where  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  is  assigned  by  ballot  to  a  particular 
commissioner^  it  is  no  objection  to  the  subsequent  proceedings  that 
they  take  place  before  another  commissioner — each  commissioner  in 
ike  lAmdon  district^  whUe  sitting  as  such,  constituting  a  court. 

The  dsqpUcate  adjudication  was  left  at  the  counting-house  of  the  bank- 
rupts on  the  2lst  of  June,  being  their  last-known  place  of  business. 
The  counting-house  was  then  locked  up  on  behalf  of  the  assignees, 
and  the  paper  was  seen  there  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks  afterwards. 
On  <fttf  261^  of  July,  the  counting-house  was  unlocked  for  the  purpose 
of  leaving  there  the  summons  to  appear,  and  the  place  was  locked  up 
again.  Before  the  trial  the  counting-house  was  searched,  and  neither 
of  these  papers  was  found,  A  proper  notice  to  produce  them  was 
served  upon  the  prisoners  : 

Hddj  that  the  search  at  the  counting -house  and  the  notice  to  pro- 
duce were  sufficient  to  render  duplicate  originals  of  ^pth  admissible. 

The  notice  in  the  Gazette  described  the  bankrupts  as  of  West  Ham  Lane, 
M  Middlesex,  but  the  former  proceedings  described  them  as  of  West 
Ham  J^ne  in  Essex: 

Edd,  thai  the  variance  was  not  such  as  to  invalidate  the  proceedings. 

The  Crozette  required  the  surrender  of  the  two  bankrupts  on  two  specified 
days.  The  summons  to  appear  was  not  left  eU  the  bankrupts  place 
of  business  until  the  first  of  those  days  had  expired  : 

Edd,  that  the  service  of  the  summons  was  sufficient, 

(a)  Reported  by  B.  C.  Robinson,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Bm.         Upon  the  trial  the  jury  found  that  the  hanhrupts  left  the  hingdam  before 

^'  the    bankruptcy,    but    believing  that  they  should  be    made    bank" 

^^^'         ruptsy  and  that  they  stayed  abroad  with  the  intent  to  defraud  their 

1855.  creditors  by  depriving  them  of  their  right  to  examine  them  ;  but  there 

toas  no  evidence  that  the  bankrupts  had  actual  knowledge  of  the 

SonkngAqf.        contents  of  the  several  documents  in  bankruptcy^  or  even  of  the 

bankruptcy  itself: 
Ifeldy  that  the  conviction  was  nevertheless  valid. 
November  30. — ^Before  CampbeUy  C.  J.,  Jervis,  C. «/".,  Parke^  J9.,  Alder- 
son^  B.y  fFightman,  J.^  CreseweU^  J.^  Erie, «/!,  Flatt,  B.,  Crompton,  X, 
and  fVilles,  J. 
Only  one  duplicate  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  against  the  bankrupts^ 

and  only  one  summons  to  surrender  was  served: 
Held  {Jervis,  C.  J.,  Erie,  Jl,  Piatt,  B.,  and  Willes  J.,  dissenOentUnis), 
that  such  service  was  insufficient, 

THE  prisoner  was  tried  in  the  August  Sessions  at  the  Central 
Cnminal  Court,  and  the  following  case  was  reserved  by  Mr. 
Justice  Erie : — 

The  indictment  was  against  the  prisoner  for  felony,  in  not  sur- 
rendering as  a  bankrupt  pursuant  to  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  106,  s.  251. 

The  1st  count,  after  stating  the  bankruptcy  in  detail  of  Davidson 
and  Gordon,  alleged  that  a  duplicate  of  the  adjudication  was  served 
upon  Davidson  and  Gordon  by  leaving  the  same  at  their  usual 
place  of  business. 

That,  on  the  30th  of  June,  the  court  caused  notice  of  the  adju- 
dication to  be  advertized  in  the  Gazette,  and  appointed  two  public 
sittings  for  the  bankrupts  to  surrender — namely,  the  7th  of  July 
and  19th  of  August. 

That  the  19th  of  August  became  the  day  allowed  to  the  bank- 
rupts for  finishing  their  examination. 

That,  on  the  26th  of  July,  notice  in  writing  of  the  adjudication 
and  of  the  said  sitting  and  of  the  day  limited  for  such  surrender 
and  allowed  for  finishing  such  examination  was  left  at  the  usual 
last  known  place  of  business ;  and  that  on  the  19th  of  August  the 
prisoners  did  not  surrender. 

The  2nd  count  was  the  same,  except  that  prisoner  is  charged 
with  not  attending  to  finish  his  last  examination,  on  the  day  of 
surrender,  viz.  the  19th  of  August. 

The  3rd  count  recites  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  as  before, 
and  charges  that  prisoner  did  not  surrender  to  the  Uourt  of  Bank- 
ruptcy in  Loi^on,  although  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  held  a 
sitting  for  receiving  such  surrender. 

The  4th  count,  after  reciting  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and 
that  the  19th  day  of  August  was  the  day  limited  for  their  sur* 
render  to  the  Court  of  mnkruptcy,  and  that  twelve  at  noon  of 
that  day  was  the  day  and  hour  allowed  by  the  said  court  for 
finishing  their  last  examination,  charges  that  prisoner  on  the  said 
day  so  limited,  &c,  after  notice  given  in  the  Gazette  of  the  said 
adjudication  of  the  said  time  being  limited  for  the  said  surrender, 
did  not  surrender  himself  to  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  any 
time  on  the  said  day. 
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The  prisoner  was  properly  conyicted^  unless  one  of  the  foUowmg 
objections  should  be  foand  valid : — 

^  1st.  Upon  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  bankrupts  left  thb 
kingdom  on  the  17th  of  June,  believing  that  they  should  be  made 
lMuubrupts»  and  that  they  staid  abroad  with  the  intent  to  defraud 
their  creditors  by  depriving  them  of  their  right  to  examine  the 
huiknipts  and  to  make  them  responsible^  and  the  jury  must  be 
taken  to  have  found  that  this  was  sa  The  papers  requisite  to 
prove  the  bankruptcy  were  produced.  On  the  petition  there  was  an 
alteration  in  the  description  of  West  Ham  Lane,  the  place  of  the 
distillery  of  the  bankrupts,  from  Middlesex  to  Essex. 

On  the  deporations  to  support  it  there  was  the  same  alteration^ 
and  also  the  name  of  Davidson  was  interlined. 

On  the  adiudication  there  are  alterations  from  Middlesex  to 
Emex,  from  the  20th  to  21st  of  June,  from  the  name  of  Holroyd  to 
the  name  of  Fonblanque  as  commissioner. 

But  all  these  papers  were  nroduced,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
registrar  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court.  Some  of  the  alterations  were 
attested  by  the  initials  of  the  registrar,  and  there  was  evidence 
given  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  but  after  some  of  them  had  been 
Kad  in  evidence,  that  satisfied  me  that  all  the  alterations  were 
made  while  the  papers  were  in  the  course  of  formation  and  before 
thCT  were  used  as  complete. 

The  objection  was,  that  these  papers  were  not  admissible  in 
evidence^  and  if  admitted  were  invalid  by  reason  of  the  altera- 
tions. 

2nd.  Upon  the  petition  it  appeared  that  it  was  assigned  by 
ballot  to  mr.  Commissioner  Goulburn ;  but  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings were  either  before  Mr.  Commissioner  Holroyd  or  Air. 
Commissioner  Fonblanque.  The  objection  was,  that  they  were 
invalid  on  that  account 

3rd.  The  duplicate  adjudication  was  left  at  the  counting-house 
m  Mincing  Lane,  beinff  the  usual  and  last  known  place  of  business 
of  the  bankrupts,  on  the  21st  of  June.     AU  the  papers  and  pro- 

Ey  of  the  bankrupts  were  removed  therefrom,  and  the  place  was 
ed  Dp,  on  behalf  of  the  assimees,  on  the  same  day,  but  this 
paper  was  left  and  seen  there  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks  after  this 
removaL 

On  the  26th  of  July  the  duplicate  summons  to  appear  was  left 
st  the  same  counting-house^  wnich  was  unlocked  for  that  purpose, 
and  then  locked  up  again. 

Before  the  trial  the  countinff-house  was  searched  and  neither  of 
these  papers  were  found.  ]!u»tice  to  produce  these  papers  was 
lerved  on  the  prisoner  in  prison,  and  the  service  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  forty-eight  hours  before  the  trial  began. 

I  admitted  the  duplicate  originals  of  these  papers  to  be  read,  on 
the  ground  that  no  notice  to  produce  was  necessary,  and  if  it  was, 
that  the  search  for  the  originals  and  the  notice  to  produce  was 
sufficient  The  objection  was,  that  these  documents  were  not 
ftdmissihle  in  evidence. 
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Ebo.  4tL  The  Gazette  stated  that  a  petition  for  adjudication  in  bank- 

*•         rnptcj  had  been  filed  against  Daniel  Mitchell  Davidson  and  CoBmo 

GoRDOH.     ^Uiam    Gordon,   of   Mincing-lane    and    Cousins-lane,    Upper 

1855.        Thames-street,  in  the  city  of  London,  colonial  brokers  and  metal 

agents,  and  of  West  Ham  Lane,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  die- 

Banbmpiqf.  ^jji^jg^  dealers  and  chapmen,  and  they  having  been  declared  bank- 
rupts were  thereby  required  to  surrender  themselves  to  Edward 
Goulbum,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Commissioners  of  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  on  the  7th  day  of  July  next,  at  eleven  in  the  fore- 
noon, and  on  the  19th  day  of  August,  at  twelve  at  noon,  at  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  in  Basingh^-street,  in  the  city  of  London, 
and  make  a  full  discovery,  &c. 

The  former  proceedings  had  described  them  in  the  same  manner, 
except  that  W  est  Ham  Lane  was  in  them  stated  to  be  in  Essex, 
and  not  in  Middlesex. 

The  objection  was,  that  the  notice  in  the  Gazette  was  insufficient 
on  this  account. 

5th.  The  Gazette  required  the  surrender  on  two  days  as  before 
stated. 

The  sununons,  after  reciting  a  petition  and  an  adjudication, 
stated  that  E.  Holroyd,  commissioner,  summoned  the   bankrupts 

{^ersonallv  to  be  and  appear  before  Edward  Goulbum,  serjeant^t- 
aw,  at  tne  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  Basinghall-street,  in  the  city 
of  London,  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1854,  at  eleven,  and  on  the 
19th  of  August,  1854,  at  twelve  at  noon,  the  last-named  day  being 
the  day  limited  for  their  surrender  under  the  said  petition,  and 
they  were  then  and  there  to  be  examined,  &c. 

This  summons  was  not  served  by  leaving  it  at  the  counting- 
house  in  Mincing-lane  till  the  27th  July. 

The  objection  was,  that  this  service  was  insufficient,  being  after 
the  7th  of  July,  one  of  the  days  appointed  for  surrendering,  and 
that  therefore  there  was  in  effect  no  summons,  and  therefore  no 
felony. 

6th.  The  memorandum  that  the  bankrupts  did  not  surrender  on 
the  19th  of  August,  stated  that  Mr.  Commissioner  Fonblanque 
sat  as  commissioner,  and  that  they  did  not  surrender. 

The  objection  was,  that  as  Mr.  Commissioner  Goulbum  did 
not  appear  to  have  sat,  the  offence  was  not  committed. 

7th.  It  appeared  that  only  one  duplicate  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy and  only  one  duplicate  summons  to  surrender  was  served, 
and. 

The  objection  was  that  this  was  not  sufficient,  there  being  a  joint 
adjudication  against  two  bankrupts. 

8th.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  actual 
knowledge  of  the  abjudication  and  summons  to  surrender. 

But  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  found  that  he  went  abroad 
with  the  belief  before  stated,  and  stayed  abroad  with  the  intent 
before  stated. 

The  objection  was,  that  the  absence  of  evidence  of  actual 
knowledge  of  the  contents  of  these  documents,  or  of  the  bank-* 
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roptcy,  rendered   the  eyidence  insufficient  to  support  a  con* 
miction. 

If  the  evidence  is  thought  to  be  insufficiently  stated^  it  is  to  be 
sent  back  for  a  further  statement ;  the  original  documents  in  bank- 
ruptcy will  be  in  court  for  reference  if  necessary. 

I  reserved  these  objections  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
AppeaL 

^  If  dither  of  them  is  found  to  be  valid,  and  to  defeat  the  con- 
victionj^^  a  yerdict  of  not  guilty  is  to  be  entered.  Otherwise  the 
convicdon  to  remain. 

W.  Eble. 

Mcniague  Chambers  (with  him  Clarkson  and  Parry),  for  the  de- 
fendanty  contended  with  reference  to  the  first  point  reserved,  that 
the  alteration  in  the  deposition  from  Middlesex  to  Essex  was  fatal 
to  the  case  for  the  prosecution.  The  case  stated  that  the  alteration 
was  made  before  the  depositions  were  used,  but  not  before  they 
were  sworn ;  and  any  such  alteration  of  an  instrument  required  to 
be  upon  oath  would,  of  course,  destroy  its  validity,  at  least  with 
reference  to  its  altered  form. 

£bi.£,  J. — I,  of  course,  meant  to  state  on  the  face  of  the  case^ 
that  I  was  satisfied  the  alteration  was  made  before  the  deposition 
was  sworn. 

Chambers  contended  that  the  case  would  scarcely  bear  that 
oonstruction,  but  that,  at  all  events,  there  was  not  at  the  trial  the 
aligfatest  evidence  to  establish  that  fact. 

jPabkb,  B. — Surely  the  presumption  is  that  the  alteration  was 
made  before  the  affidavit  was  sworn. 

Jebyis,  C.  J. — I  think  the  case  sufficiently  states  the  fact,  but 
18  not  the  rule,  with  regard  to  alteration,  this,  that  where  such 
alteration  of  a  document,  after  it  is  complete,  would  be  an  offence 
co^izable  by  law,  it  is  to  be  presumed  (in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary)  that  it  was  made  when  it  legally  might 
be  made? 

Chambers  then,  with  reference  to  the  second  point  reserved, 
contended  that,  under  the  94th  and  other  sections  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  the  commissioner  to  whom  the  petition  was  originally 
alk>tted  had  alone  jurisdiction  to  act  in  future  proceedings. 

By  the  10th  section  the  court  was  directed  to  sit  daily,  and  then 
there  was  a  proviso,  that  where  a  country  commissioner  could  not 
attend,  the  registrar  should  sit  for  him.  Another  proviso  declared, 
that  during  vacation  the  commissioners  in  London  might  regulate 
the  attendance  of  each  other  where  the  attendance  of  any  com- 
missioner was  needed.  This  showed  that,  except  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned,  each  commissioner  must  exclusively  deal 
with  the  petitions  allotted  to  him. 

JjEBYis,  C.  J. — By  sect  6,  each  commissioner  separately  forms 
the  court. 

Chamberw  adduced  that  section  as  a  strong  argument  in  his 
&vonr;  so  soon  as  any  petition  was  allotted  to  a  commissioner, 
he  became  th.e  court  tlmt  had  cognizance  of  the  particular  bank- 
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Bto.  ruptcj,  and  any  other  commimoner  Gould  no  more  interfere  with 

CtouDOK.  ^^^  ^^^^^'  ^^^  ^  ju^g^  <>f  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  could, 

except  under  particular  circumstances^  try  a  case  in  the  CJommon 

185&.  Pleas. 

As  to  the  third  point : 

Chambers  contended  that  the  notice  to  produce  was,  under 
the  circumstances,  not  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of 
the  summons  to  appear.  In  the  first  place  it  was  erroneous  to 
treat  this  as  a  mere  noticci  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  rule  that 
no  notice  to  produce  a  notice  was  necessary.  It  was,  in  fact,  a 
summons,  and  it  was  essential  to  prove  that  it  was  duly  served 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  raise  a  fair  presumption  that  it 
had  come  to  the  bankrupt's  hands.  Even  the  contents  of  a  notice 
as  such  could  not,  under  all  circumstances,  be  proved  without  the 
service  of  a  notice  to  produce :  {Robinsan  v.  Brawn,  16  L.  J. 
46,  C.  P.)  If,  then,  this  was  such  a  document  that  the  original 
must  be  proved  or  sufficiently  accounted  for  before  secondary 
evidence  was  admissible,  it  must  have  been  proved  either  that  it 
presumably  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  that  a  notice 
to  produce  was  served ;  or  else  that  there  had  been  a  sufficient 
search  made,  and  that  the  document  might  be  taken  to  be  lost. 
Now  the  case  almost  excluded  the  possibility  that  it  could  have 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  It  was  deposited  in  the 
counting-house,  which  was  in  the  possession  of  the  assignees,  and 
was  then  locked  up,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  bank-* 
rupt  could  ever  have  had  access  to  it. 

JParke,  B. — On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  it  is  said  that  no 
notice  to  produce  was  necessary.  It  was  merely  given  ex  abundarUi 
cautela.  If  they  had  proved  nothing  but  the  search,  then  yoa 
might  have  said  that  the  presumption  was  that  the  summons  came 
to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  that  therefore  there  ought  to 
have  been  a  notice  to  produce.  If  there  is  a  presumption  at  all, 
surely  it  is  that  the  summons  came  to  his  hands.  He  and  his 
partner  were  the  only  persons  that  had  an  interest  in  it,  and, 
therefore,  it  may  be  taiken  that  some  person  about  the  office  gave 
it  to  him. 

Chambers  contended  that  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  case 
could  lead  to  such  a  conclusion,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  premises 
appeared  never  to  have  been  out  of  the  control  of  the  assignees. 
If,  then,  no  such  presumption  as  that  suggested  could  be  raised, 
had  there  been  any  sufficient  search  for  the  original,  so  as  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence? 

Jeryis,  C.  J. — It  was  proved  that  the  office  was  searched,  and 
that  the  document  could  not  be  found.  It  is  the  ordinary  mode 
of  introducing  secondary  evidence,  to  show  an  unsuccessful  search  in 
the  last  place  of  depout  I  have  heard  Mr.  Justice  Maule  irequentiv 
say,  that  he  thought  the  practice  in  this  respect  had  been  much 
overstrained.  The  rule  was,  not  that  every  place  should  be 
searched  in  which  the  document  might  possibly  be,  but  that 
reasonable  exertions  should  have  been  used  to  find  it» 
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Pabke,  B. — ^And  whether  anch  exertions  have  been  used  is  a       ^^« 
question  exduayely  for  the  judge.  Qokdos, 

Chambers  submitted  that  this  was  not  so  where  the  objection        

was  taken,  and  the  point  reserved.     For  all  that  appeared,  the        ^^^ 
document  might  be  somewhere  upon  the  premises  at  that  very   sankn^esf, 
moment : 

Ab  to  the  fourth  objection : 

Chambers  argued  that  was  much  as  the  advertisement  in  the 
Gazette  described  West  Ham  Lane  to  be  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, in  accordance  with  the  description  in  the  proceedings 
before  the  alterations  before  referred  to  were  made  the  act  of 
Parliament  had  not  been  complied  with.  The  Gazette  was  the 
first  document  that  mentioned  any  days  for  surrendering,  and, 
therefore,  was  the  foundation  of  the  charge  contained  m  the 
mdictment.  In  a  case  reported  in  Montagus  Digest  (p.  78)  the 
bankrupt  was  described  as  of  Copthall  Buildings,  mstead  of  Copt- 
hall  Court,  and  it  was  held  bad. 

Paske,  B. — There,  I  think,  it  was  proved  that  there  was  another 
place  of  the  same  name. 

Chambers. — In  the  same  page  of  the  same  book  the  bankrupt 
was  described  of  one  parish  instead  of  another,  with  the  same 
result.  There,  as  here,  there  was  no  proof  of  any  other  place 
bearing  the  same  name.  In  Ex  parte  Marstan,  in  the  same  book 
(page  78),  the  bankrupt  was  descnbed  of  two  places  instead  of  one, 
and  it  was  held  to  vitiate  the  proceedings.  Ex  parte  Beckwtthy 
1  QL  &  Jameson,  was  to  the  same  effect. 

Jbrvis,  C.  J. — May  not  the  distinction  between  what  is  void, 
and  what  is  voidable  merely,  apply  here.  Supposing  the  variance 
to  be  suffident  to  supersede  the  bankruptcy,  stul,  until  it  is 
tetually  superseded,  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  cannot  be 
questioned. 

Chambers  contended,  that  his  objection  went  to  the  very  root 
of  the  charge,  because  the  bankrupt  seeing  the  advertisement,  and 
recognising  the  informality,  might  naturally  suppose  that  there 
was  no  crime  on  his  part  in  not  obeying  the  requisition. 

As  to  the  fifth  point: 

Chambers  contended,  that  there  being  two  days  for  the  sur- 
render, one  of  them  had  passed  before  the  summons  was  left  at 
the  bankrupt's  place  of  business,  so  that  in  fact  he  was  required 
to  do  an  impossibilitv.  The  act  intended  to  give  the  bankrupt  a 
certain  time  in  which  to  surrender,  namely,  from  the  first  day  to 
the  last,  and  unless  this  period  was  assigned  to  him,  he  committed 
no  offence  in  not  appearing  to  the  summons.  If  the  service  was 
available  aflter  the  first  day  had  passed,  then  it  might  take  place 
a  day  b^ore  the  second,  so  as  to  render  it  impossible  for  the  bank- 
rupt to  make  his  appearance  in  time. 

Jebyis,  C.  J. — ^The  service  must  of  course  be  a  reasonable 
service ;  and  it  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the 
bankrupt  had  had  a  fur  opportunity  of  surrendering,  and  that  his 
&obeaience  was  therefore  wilfuL 
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^^  Chambers  said,  that  the  same  topic  might  be  urged  as  he  had 

GoBDov.     ^^^  previously,  namely,  that  the  bankrupt  might  be  misled  into 

the  belief  that  he  could  not  be  made  responsible  for  disobeying 

^^^^'  what  it  was  impossible  he  could  fully  comply  with :  (He  referred 
Bmhrupteg.  ^  ^^  parte  fFood,  1  Atkins  22 1,  and  Ex  parte  Bold,  2  Brown,  9.) 
As  to  the  sisth  point,  he  urged  that  the  summons  was  by  a  com- 
missioner having  no  authority  to  issue  it ;  and  secondly,  that  the 
commissioner,  before  whom  the  bankrupt  was  required  to  appear, 
did  not  sit  on  the  day  named  The  summons  required  the  hank- 
rupt  to  appear,  not  before  the  court,  but  before  IS/Lc.  Commissioner 
Goulbum;  so  that  if  he  had  attended  at  the  proper  time  he 
could  not  have  obeyed  the  order. 

The  argument  on  the  seventh  point  is  subsequently  given. 

As  to  the  eighth  point : 

Chambers  contenoed,  that  the  intent  found  by  the  jury  was  not 
the  intent  contemplated  by  the  251st  section.     At  the  time  the 
bankrupt  left  the  country,  it  was  not  certain  that  he  would  ever 
be  made  a  bankrupt,  and  of  course  no  offence  could  then  be  com- 
mitted by  him  with  reference  to  this  act  of  Parliament.     How 
then  could  the  occurrence  of  circumstances  subsequently,  of  which 
he  remained  in  entire  ignorance,  make  that  a  crime  which  was  not 
one  before?    The  intent  to  defVaud  must  be  with  reference  to  the 
bankruptcy,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  he  was  even 
aware  of  its  existence.    If  the  Legislature  were  to  say  that  the 
doing,-  or  the  omitting  to  do,  a  certain  act,  with  or  without  knowledge 
of  the  necessity,  should  be  an  offence,  a  person  must  take  the  con- 
sequences of  doing  or  omitting  to  do  the  particular  thing,  however 
ignorant  he  might  be  of  the  circumstances  which  constituted  the 
duty  on  his  part.     It  might  be  that  when  this  statute  said,  that 
service  of  notice  in  a  particular  way  should  be  good  service,  such 
service  might  be  good  as  a  notice,  although  it  absolutely  excluded 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  accused;  but,  where  a  particular 
intent  must  be  proved,  the  circumstances  which  are  the  foundation 
of  the  charge  must  be  brought  to  his  knowledge,  or  the  intent 
could  not  be  established. 

Parke,  B. — The  charge  here  is,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
surrender,  and  that  allegation  must  be  proved. 

Chambers  submitted  tnat  the  intent  to  defraud  applied  to  all  the 
clauses  in  the  section  which  created  offences:  (IZ.  v.  Hillt 
1  C.  &  E.  168 ;  B.  v.  HOton,  2  Cox  Grim.  Gas.  318.) 

Parke,  B. — Those  cases  were  before  this  statute. 

Chambers  admitted  that  it  was  so,  but  the  sections  were  the 
same,  except  that  in  the  Bankrupt  Gonsolidation  Act,  after  the 
clause  relating  to  the  non-surrender,  the  words  "  having  no  lawful 
impediment  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  at  such  time, 
and  allowed  by  the  court  by  a  memorandum  thereof  then  made  on 
the  proceedings,"  were  added.  This  would  make  no  essential 
difference  in  conndering  the  present  point. 

jERyis,  G.  J. — Is  it  quite  clear  that  the  intent  to  defraud  in 
the  251st  section  has  reference  to  anything  more  than  the  last 
antecedent? 
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Chambers. — In  each  of  the  caaes  quoted  two  jadges  put  that 
ooo8truclion  on  the  section. 

^  Jeryis,  C.  J. — As  the  court  is  unanimous  as  to  all  the  objec- 
tions except  the  seventh,  we  will  give  judgment  at  once  upon 
them,  and  the  seyenth  must  be  reargued  before  all  the  jadges  on 
a  (iiture  occasion. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  that  there  are  in  various  documents  errors 
and  interlineations.  The  case  finds  that  they  were  made  before  the 
documents  were  used ;  but  Mr.  Chambers  says,  that  with  respect 
to  some  of  them,  it  is  not  so  found.  The  rule  is,  that  wherever 
the  alteration  would  involve  fraud  or  misconduct,  the  presumption 
is,  until  the  contrary  is  proved,  that  fraud  or  misconduct  was  not 
oommitted,  and  that  the  alteration  was  made  at  proper  time.  The 
<»ly  exception  is  in  the  case  of  wills.  The  alteration  here,  after 
the  documents  were  used,  would  certainly  involve  fraud,  and 
therefore  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  case  is  con- 
dosive  on  the  point  or  not 

The  second  objection  is,  that  there  are  many  courts  of  bank- 
ruptcy in  the  city  of  London,  and  that  each  commissioner,  when  a 
particular  bankruptcy  is  allotted  to  him,  becomes  a  separate  and 
exclusive  court  tot  carrying  it  out.  But  I  think  this  is  not  so. 
The  94th  section  requires  there  should  be  an  allotment  of  every 
petition  to  a  commissioner,  and  that  it  should  be  then  transmitted 
to  the  registrar  attending  such  commissioner.  This  is  merely 
directory,  and  for  the  convenience  of  business;  and,  even  though  it 
were  wrong  that  another  commissioner  should  act,  it  would  not 
render  the  proceedings  void,  though  it  might  render  those  irregularlv 
taken,  voidable.  The  6  th  section,  however,  expressly  enacts,  that  each 
oonuniflsioner  shall  have  the  full  power  of  the  court,  and  shall  in  fact 
be  the  court.  And  the  19th  section,  authorizing  the  Lord  Chancellor 
to  appoint  a  London  Commissioner  to  act  m  the  country,  was 
merely  for  convenience.  A  commissioner  acting  for  another  in 
London,  is  on  the  same  principle  as  a  judge  of  any  one  of  the 
superior  courts  sitting  at  chambers  during  vacation,  and  transact- 
ingthe  business  not  only  of  his  own  but  of  the  other  courts  also. 

The  third  objection  is,  that  the  service  of  the  adjudication  is 
imperfect.  I  think  that  the  service  was  good,  and  tlutt  there  was 
good  evidence  of  such  service.  It  la  immaterial  to  consider 
whether  this  is  a  mere  notice,  or  something  more.  The  rule  of 
practice  is,  that  the  best  evidence  shall  be  given  that  it  is 
reasonably  in  the  power  of  the  parties  to  give,  and  that  rule  has 
been  complied  with.  The  original  document  must  be  produced  if 
the  partv  can  produce  it ;  if  not,  evidence  must  be  fi;iven  of 
reasonable  exertions  having  been  used  to  find  it.  Here  uie  docu- 
ment was  left  at  the  bankrupt's  last  place  of  business.  There  is  a 
presumption,  therefore^  raised  of  one  of  two  things ;  either  that 
the  bankrupt  has  got  it,  and  then  notice  to  produce  has  been 
g^ven,  or  else  it  has  been  destroyed,  and  then  secondary  evidence 
of  the  contents  has  been  given.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  exhaust  all  the  means  of  inquiiy  that  ingenuity 
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might  suggest.  The  exertions  must  be  reasonable  ones,  just  as  in 
a  case  where  a  document  would,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be 
in  an  attorney's  office,  it  is  sufficient  to  call  the  attorney's  clerk  to 
prove  that  he  has  searched  for  it,  and  cannot  find  it. 

The  fourth  objection  is  with  regard  to  the  variance  between  the 
particulars  of  adjudication  and  the  publication  of  them  in  the 
Gazettey  and  it  seems  to  be  contended  that,  if  the  defendant  really 
did  see  the  Gazette,  he  might,  by  reason  of  the  variance,  be  con- 
vinced that  the  proceedings  did  not  relate  to  him.  This  is  a  case 
in  which  the  false  demonstration  could  do  no  harm.  If  he  saw  the 
Gazette,  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  he  could  doubt  its  relating 
to  him.  The  cases  cited  have  all  reference  to  attempts  made  to 
supersede  commissions,  and  the  courts,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
discretion,  seem  to  have  held  the  parties  to  a  considerable  amount 
of  technical  strictness.  But  this  is  a  totally  different  matter. 
Here  the  bankruptcy  has  not  been  superseded,  and  the  proceedings 
must  therefore  be  taken  to  be  valid.  I  may  mention,  too,  that^ 
with  respect  to  the  strongest  case  quoted  for  the  defendant,  the 
text  wnters  do  not  seem  to  have  entirely  approved  of  the 
decision. 

The  fifth  objection  is — Ist,  that  the  summons  was  by  Commis- 
sioner Holroyd  to  appear  before  Commissioner  Goulbum,  but  this 
has  been  already  disposed  of;  2ndly,  that  the  bankrupt  was  to 
appear  on  two  specific  days,  and  that  one  of  those  days  had  expired 
before  the  notice  was  served.  The  answer  is,  that  by  the  25  Ist 
and  the  104th  sections,  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  was  to  appear 
at  the  time  limited  for  his  surrender,  and  that  the  time  limited 
expired  on  the  latter  of  the  two  days. 

The  sixth  objection  has  been  disposed  of  in  deciding  on  the 
second.  It  is  that  on  the  day  limited  for  the  surrender,  Commis* 
sioner  Groulbum  did  not  sit  at  all.  If  one  commissioner  can  sit 
for  another,  the  objection  fails.  We  think  that  the  surrender 
should  have  been  to  the  court,  and  the  commissioner  actually 
sitting  constituted  a  court  for  that  purpose. 

As  to  the  eighth  objection,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the 
defendant  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  adjudication  and  of  the 
summons  to  surrender,  and  therefore  could  not  have  absented 
himself  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  I  think  it  is  decided 
bv  the  case  itself.  The  jury  have  found  that  the  bankrupt  stayed 
abroad  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors  by  depriving  them 
of  their  right  to  examine  him  and  to  make  him  responuble;  I 
think  that  this  is  a  sufficient  intent  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the 
words  ^*  with  intent  to  defraud  "  override  the  various  clauses  of  the 
section ;  neither  is  it  necessary  to  ^ive  any  opinion  on  the  two 
cases  quoted  on  this  subject,  although,  had  I  to  decide  upon  the 
point,  I  might  think  it  right  to  reconsider  the  matter,  witn  refer* 
ence  to  the  present  statute,  as  the  words  are  not  the  same  as  those 
in  the  former  ones. 

The  seventh  objection  will  be  reargued. 
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Od  November  30th,  the  case  waa  rearmed,  so  far  as  the  seventh       Rro. 
objection  was  concerned,  before  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Jervis,  C.  J.,     -    ^' 
Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Wightman,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  Erie,  J.,  ^' 

Pktt,  B.,  Williams,  J.,  Crompton,  J.,  and  Willes,  J.  185ft. 

Mantagm  Chambers^  Q.  C.  {Parry  and  O.  B.  C.  Harrison  with  »__Z~^ 
him),  for  the  defendant— The  qaestion  turned  on  the  104th  and  ^^"^'^'^'P*^ 
S5Ist  sections  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  It  was  a  rule  in  bank- 
ruptcy law,  in  the  case  of  partners,  that  there  could  not  be  a  joint 
fiat  unless  each  was  dealt  with  as  a  separate  individual  The 
851st  section  used  the  words  that,  *^  after  notice  thereof  in  writing 
to  be  served  upon  him  personally,  or  left  at  the  usual  or  last 
known  place  of  abode  or  business  of  such  person,  or  personal  notice 
in  case  such  person  be  then  in  prison,"  &c  By  the  112th  section 
the  bankrupt  was  protected  from  arrest  in  coming  to  surrender; 
and  by  the  112th  and  113th  sections  he  was  privileged,  after  sur- 
rendering and  obtaining  the  indorsement  of  the  court  upon  his 
summons,  upon  the  production  of  it  to  the  o£Bcer.  Each  bankrupt, 
where  there  were  two,  would,  upon  coming  to  the  place  where  the 
notice  had  been  left,  be  entitled  to  take  it  to  the  court  for  indorse- 
ment, and  then  to  keep  it  about  him  as  a  protection  to  be  shown 
to  any  officer  arresting  him.  But,  where  tnere  is  but  one  sum- 
mons, the  second  bankrupt  would  have  no  document  by  which  he 
eould  protect  himself. 

It  cotdd  not  be  argued  that,  where  the  notice  was  served  per^ 
sonally,  one  would  be  sufficient ;  and  why  should  not  two  be  also 
requisite  where  it  was  left  at  the  last  place  of  abode  or  business? 
If  the  construction  contended  for  was  the  right  one,  then  a  notice 
served  on  A.  in  London,  or  left  at  his  last  place  of  abode,  would 
be  a  good  notice  to  B.  in  Brighton.  The  78th  section  provided 
ibr  summoning  traders  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  the  instance 
of  a  creditor.  There  was  in  that  section  a  specific  provision  for 
the  case  of  partnership,  and  by  it  a  delivery  of  the  account  and 
notice  to  any  one  of  the  partners  personally,  or  to  some  adult 
inmate  at  his  usual  or  last  Known  place  of  abode  or  business,  and 
also  at  the  place  of  bunness  of  the  firm  was  sufficient.  In  the  case 
of  a  felony  created  by  the  same  statute,  the  Legislature  could  not 
have  intended  to  make  a  less  notice  sufficient.  By  the  interpretation  . 
clause,  sect.  276,  there  was  the  usual  direction,  that  the  singular 
number  should  be  taken  to  include  the  plural,  and  therefore  ^^  notice  " 
would  mean  *' notices  **  where  there  were  more  ban^iipts  than  one. 

In  R.  V.  Cheshire,  JJ.  (11  A.  &  E.  139),  it  was  held,  in  an  ap- 
peal against  a  conviction,  that,  although  one  justice  only  had 
signed  the  conviction,  notice  of  appeal  ought  to  have  been  given  to 
those  who  were  present 

BramweU,  Q.  C.  {Poland  with  him),  for  the  prosecution. — It 
seemed  to  be  assumed  in  the  argument  that  a  summons  was  abso- 
lutely essential.  But  that  was  not  so.  A  notice  was  aU  that  was 
required,  and  the  statute  directed  how  that  notice  was  to  be  given, 
and  in  the  present  instance  that  direction  had  been  complied  with. 
The  notice  nad  been  left  at  his  place  of  business,  and,  no  doubt. 
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i^B<^        the  Leeifllatiire  had  intentionally  used  the  langnage  it  had  nsed,  as 
GoBJxm.     ^^^  bauarupt  might  always  be  presumed  to  be  in  communication 

'     with  the  persons  who  were  there. 

1855.  Pabke,  B. — The  statute  points  out  five  modes  by  which  the 

ji^^TTmffir.  notice  can  be  given :  by  personal  service^  by  leaving  it  at  the  usual 
or  last  known  place  of  abode  or  business.  All  these  provide  a  good 
and  reasonable  chance  of  the  bankrupt  getting  it.  Yobr  argument 
is,  that  a  mere  form  should  be  gone  through  without  allowing  him 
such  reasonable  chance. 

BramweU  contended  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  251st  section 
that  required  the  bankrupt  to  have  actual  knowledge  of  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  It  prescribed  a  mode  of  serving  the 
notice,  and,  if  that  was  done,  the  knowledge  was  presumed.  Leav- 
ing the  notice  at  the  place  of  abode  was  necessarily  a  leaving  for 
the  person.  It  was  clearly  intended  that  a  felony  might  be  com- 
mitted, without  the  person  committing  it  knowing  everything  that 
had  ti^en  place  in  the  matter,  because  it  makes  good  a  service 
not  personal  A  man  who  was  in  a  situation  to  be  adjudged 
bankrupt,  ought  to  be  in  expectation  that  that  would  be  done^  and  to 
take  measures  for  being  made  acquainted  with  it.  A  notice  to  be 
left  at  the  last  place  of  his  abode,  which  he  might  have  long  since 
quitted,  was  enough.  The  Le|;;islature  seemed  to  have  con- 
templated the  case  of  intentional  absence,  and  to  have  meant  to 
have  rendered  that  unavailing. 
Chambers  replied. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^I  think  this  objection  is  fatal  The 
251  St  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  ConsoUdation  Act  creates  a 
felony  punishable  with  transportation  for  life,  and  that  felony  is 
committed  by  any  person  adjudged  a  bankrupt  not  surrendering 
himself  upon  the  day  limited  for  his  surrender.  This,  however,  is 
subject  to  a  condition  which  is  very  carefully  worded.  The  offence 
cannot  be  committed  by  any  person  until  ''after  notice  thereof  in 
writing,  to  be  served  upon  hun  personaUy,  or  left  at  tbe  usual  or 
last  known  place  of  abode  or  busmess  of  such  PJ^i'son,  or  personal 
notice  in  case  such  person  is  then  in  prison."  The  question  then 
is,  there  having  been  a  joint  adjudication  against  two  bankrupts, 
both  having  the  same  place  of  business,  whether  one  notice  left  at 
that  place  of  business  is  sufficient  service  on  both  the  bankrupts, 
the  defendant  saying  that  a  separate  and  distinct  notice  ought  to 
have  been  left  for  each.  It  is  clear  that,  as  far  as  personal  service 
is  concerned,  there  must  be  a  separate  and  distinct  service  on  each 
bankrupt  whenever  that  mode  of  service  is  resorted  to ;  and  simi- 
larly, when  the  service  is  at  the  last  jpl&jce  of  abode,  it  must  be 
one  at  the  last  place  of  abode  of  each.  The  same  reason  and  sense 
apply  to  the  remaining^  mode  of  service.  It  is  of  great  importance 
that,  before  such  an  offence  as  that  which  is  creat^  by  this  statute 
IS  consummated,  there  should  be  the  best  chance  that  the  person 
to  be  charged  with  the  offence  should  receive  the  notice  directed 
by  the  statute.  If  that  be  so,  the  intention  of  the  Legislature 
must  have  been  that,  when  there  is  more  than  one  bankrupt,  each 
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ahonld  have  a  notice,  although  all  may  have  one  and  the  same 
place  of  bnnnesa.  This  may  easily  be  done ;  and,  if  the  other  con- 
Btmction  ought  to  be  put  upon  tne  statute,  it  might  happen  that 
one  of  seyeral  bankrqpts  would  go  to  the  place  of  business,  find 
the  single  notice,  and  carry  it  away  with  him,  leaving  the  others 
without  the  means  of  knowing  that  such  a  notice  had  ever  been 
left.  Each  bankrupt,  by  having  possession  of  a  notice,  will  have 
the  opportunity  of  perusing  it  and  consulting  his  l^al  advisers 
upon  it,  and  it  serves  to  remind  him  of  the  day  and  hour  limited 
for  his  surrender,  and  of  the  penalty  which  he  will  incur  by  not 
surrendering.  On  these  grounds  it  appears  to  the  majority  of  us 
that,  when  the  adjudication  has  been  against  two  or  more  persons, 
there  must  be  a  separate  and  distinct  notice  to  each  of  them. 

Jehtis,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  one  notice  was  sufficient,  and 
that  the  conviction  was  right. 

Pabke,  B.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  LcffisUture  intended  that 
there  should  be  a  separate  notice  for  each  bankrupt  that  each 
might  have  a  reasonable  chance  of  receiving  it. 

Aldsrson,  B.,  WightkaN)  J.^  and  Cresswell,  J.,  thought 
the  conviction  wrong. 

Erle,  J.,  yras  in  favour  of  the  conviction. 

Platt,  B.,  thought  one  notice  sufficient,  and  that  the  statute 
bad  been  complied  with.  As  the  bankrupts  had  fled  the  country, 
and  were  abroad  when  the  notice  was  left,  no  inconvenience  could 
follow  to  them  from  there  being  but  one  notice. 

WiLLiAHS,  J.,  and  Cbovpton,  J.,  agreed  with  the  majority  of 
the  court. 

WiLLBS,  J.,  thought  that  the  conviction  should  be  affirmed.  He 
referred  to  the  fact  that  no  notice  in  writing  was  required  by  the 
25l8t  section  of  12  &  13  Vict,  c  106,  where  the  bankrupt  is  in  prison, 
and  inasmuoh  as  the  words  ^*  notice  in  ¥rriting  "  appear  for  tne  first 
time  in  the  25l8t  section,  he  thought  they  were  not  meant  to  limit 
the  offence. 

Canmcium  quashed. 

BramweU,  Q.  C,  Ballanime,  and  Poland  for  prosecution. 

ChamberMf  Q.  C,  Clarkton,  Parry,  and  Harrison  for  defence. 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN^S  BENCH. 

January  26,  1856. 

Keg.  on  the  Prosecution  of  Sinnott  v.  Preks. 

Tumpike-road —  Toll — ExempHan-^Matiure. 

A  horse  and  cart  employed  by  a  dust-contractor  in  conveying  street 
sweepings  (found  in  the  case  to  be  manure)  from  the  city  to  a  place 
of  deposit^  partly  for  the  contractor's  oum  use  as  manure,  but  princi" 
paUy  for  the  purpose  of  sale  as  manure^  was  held  to  be  wiihin  ike 
following  exemptions  from  toll  in  a  turnpike  act:  ^^fbr  any  horse  or 
other  cattle  or  carriage  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying  (among 
other  things  J  manure  employed  in  husbandry  for  manuring  or  «»- 
proving  the  land^ 

THIS  was  a  case  reserved  by  the  Recorder  of  Bristol  at  the 
borough  sessions  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  against  a 
conviction  of  justices  for  nonpayment  of  toll^  when  the  Recorder 
quashed  the  conviction,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

It  appeared  that  Sinnott}  the  appellant,  was  a  dust-contractor, 
and,  under  a  contract  with  the  local  board  of  health  of  the  district 
in  Bristol,  was  employed  to  remove  the  street  sweepings.  It  was 
found  that  street  sweepings  were  manure,  and  that  Sinnott  was 
accustomed  to,  and  was  at  the  time  of  the  demand  of  toll  in 
question  engaged  in  carrying  street  sweepings  from  Bristol  to  a 
place  of  deposit  which  he  nad  without  the  citj  adjoining  the 
turnpike-road.  He  took  there  about  100  tons  of  street  sweepings 
weekly,  and  used  some  part  for  manuring  a  small  piece  of  land 
of  his  own  about  two  and  a^-half  acres,  and  sold  the  rest  for 
manure  from  time  to  time  as  customers  applied  for  it.  At  the 
time  when  the  toll  (4^.)  was  demanded,  Sinnott's  horse-cart  was 
conveying  street  sweepings  from  the  city  through  the  West  Grate 
Bar,  at  which  Freke,  the  defendant,  was  collector;  and  toll  being 
refused,  Sinnott  was  summoned  and  convicted,  which  conviction 
was  afterwards,  on  appeal  at  the  borough  sessions,  quashed  as 
aforesaid 

The  following  are  the  material  statutory  provisions. 

The  69  Geo.  3,  c  xcv.  (An  Act  for  repairing,  widening  and 
improving  the  several  Beads  round  the  City  of  Bristol,  and  for 
making  certain  new  Lines  of  Boad  to  communicate  with  the  same), 
by  sect.  25  empowers  the  trustees  to  take  tolls  upon  horses,  carts, 


CRDONAL  LAW  CASSS.  33 

carriages,  &c.,  in  the  usual  form,  and  then  by  sect  40  provides       ^^' 
for  exemptions  from  such  toll,  Freke. 

That  section  exempts  persons  from  toll  for  any  horses  or  carts,        

&C.9  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying,  or  going  empty  to  fetch,        i^^*- 
cany,  or  convey,  &c-,  any  stones,  gravel,  &c.,  or  other  materials  Turfipike-r^ 
for  making  and  repairing  the  said  roads;  **or  in  carrying  or    ^ToU— 
conveying  any  seed  for  seeing  the  ground,  or  hay,  grass,  sainfoin, 
fodder,  &&,  for  the  use  of  the  owner,  and  not  for  sale  or  not  sold 
or  disposed,  but  passing  to  be  laid  up  or  placed  in  the  houses, 
bams,  outhouses,  or  yards,  or  on  the  lands  of  the  owners  thereof, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  owners  thereof;  or  for  any  horse,  beast  or 
other  cattle,  or  carriage  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying  or 
going  empty  to  fetch,  &c.,  or  returning  empty,  &c.,  having  been 
employea  only  in  carrying  or  conveying  on  the  same  day,  any 
pbughs,  harrows,  or  implements  of  husbandry  (unless  laden  also 
with  some  other  thing  not  exempted  from  toll),  or  any  mould, 
dung,  soil,  marl,  manure  or  compost,  employed  in  husbandry  for 
manuring  or  improving  the  land,**  &c. 

Then  by  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  18  (public).  An  Act  to  exempt 
Carriages  carrying  Manure  from  Toll,  it  is  provided  by  sect.  1, 
that  no  toll  shall  be  demand^  or  taken  on  any  turnpike  road  for 
or  in  respect  of  any  horse,  &c.,  cattle  or  carriage,  when  employed 
in  carrying  or  conveying  only  dung,  soil,  compost  or  manure  for 
land  (save  and  except  ume),  and  the  necessary  implements  used 
for  filling  the  manure,  and  the  cloth  that  may  have  been  used 
in  covering  any  hay,  clover  or  straw,  which  may  have  been 
conveyed. 

Prtdeanxy  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. — The  case  finds  that 
these  sweepings  are  manure,  and  the  only  question  is  the  liability 
to  toll  when  they  are  being  conveyed  to  a  place  of  deposit  for  sale, 
and  not  for  actual  and  immediate  use  upon  the  land.  The  final 
destination  of  the  sweepings  was  for  improving  and  manuring  the 
land,  and  if  so,  they  fall  within  the  exemption  in  59  Geo.  3,  c.  xcv. 
8.  40.  That  is  still  more  clear  from  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  18,  s.  1. 
It  has  been  decided  that  uncrushed  bones  which  are  taken  through 
a  turnpike  to  a  farm  to  be  there  crushed,  and  part  of  them  there 
used  as  manure,  and  the  residue  to  be  afterwards  sold  and  to  be 
used  as  manure  at  other  places,  are  exempt  from  toll  under  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  126,  s.  32,  and  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c-  18,  s.  1:  {PraU  v.  Broumy 
8  C.  &  P.  244 ;  and  in  Higginbotham  v.  PerhinSy  8  Taunt  801, 
Dallas,  C.  J.,  said  that  an  exemption  in  favour  of  agriculture  is 
to  be  beneficially  construed.) 

WeUbyy  contr& — This  is  a  farmer's  exemption,  and  depends  upon 
whether,  at  the  time  of  toll  demanded,  the  sweepings  were  being 
conveyed  for  manuring  the  land.  The  rule  is,  that  a  toll  must  be 
imposed  by  clear  terms,  and  it  is  so  by  sect  25  of  59  Geo.  3, 
c  xcv.  That  being  so,  the  exemption  relied  on  must  also  be 
made  out  by  clear  terms.  Now,  if  this  exemption  is  allowed,  it 
most  be  also  allowed  in  the  case  of  a  cart  carrying  **  guano  "  to  a 
place  of  deposit,  to  be  sold  again.    [Lobd  Campbell,  C.  J. — Yes, 
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^*        that  ''^ano "  may  be  cheap;  for  the  ezemptioii  is  for  the  benefit 
Fbbsb       of  agnculture.]     This  exemption  was  not  made  in  favour  of  the 

dealer  in  manure,  but  only  m  favour  of  the  fanner.     [WiGHT- 

]^'       MAN,  J. — In  the  previous  part  of  sect  40,  exempting  from  toll 
Tun^nke-road  the  Carriage  of  seeds,  hay,  fodder,  &c.,  it  is  limited  that  they  shall 
— ToW—     be  for  the  use  of  the  owner,  and  not  for  sale.     There  is  no  such 
Exemption,    limitation  in  the  part  as  to  manure.] 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.^ — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  recorder  took 
a  iust  and  correct  view  of  the  statute  in  quashing  the  conviction. 
The  words  of  the  exemption  are,  ^^  for  an v  horse,  &c.  employed  in 
carrying  or  conveying  manure  employed  m  husbandry,  for  manur- 
ing or  improving  the  land."  It  is  fdlowed  that  this  is  manure ; 
and  ''employed  in  husbandry  for  manuring  the  land"  must  mean 
''to  be  employed."  That  was  the  object  and  destination  of  this 
manure ;  it  was  to  be  employed  in  manuring  the  land.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  exemption  was  properly  claimed ;  and  this 
exemption  being  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture,  that  is  as  much 
affected  by  this  case  being  exempted  from  liability  to  toll  as  by 
the  case  where  the  manure  is  oeing  actually  conveyed  by  the 
farmer  to  be  laid  on  his  own  land. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Order  oftemons  co^firtMtL 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  24^  1855. 

(Before  Jebvis,  C.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Wightman,  Cbesswbll,  and 

WiLLBS,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  Ddlok  and  ANOTH£B.(a) 

Lareei^ — Finding — Lost  note — Means  of  discovering  owner-^Prisoners* 

belief  ^at  the  owner  could  be  traced 

In  order  to  convict  the  finder  of  a  lost  chattel  cf  larceny y  it  must  be 
proved  thai  cU  the  time  of  the  finding  there  was  either  the  owner's  name 

rnii,  or  that  something  occurred  which  would  give  the  prisoner  at 
moment  the  means  of  knowing  who  the  owner  was. 
Upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  note  it  was  found  by  the  jury  that  the 
note  was  lost  by  the  prosecutor  and  found  by  the  prisoner.  Inhere  was 
no  evidence  that  the  note  had  any  name  or  other  mark  upon  it  indi* 
eating  to  whom  it  belonged ;  nor  was  there  evidence  of  any  other 
dreumstanees  which  would  disclose  to  the  prisoner  ai  the  Hme  when 
he  found  it  the  means  of  discovering  the  owner. 
Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of  larceny^  although  the  jury^  being 
a^ked  whether  at  or  after  the  time  of  the  finding  he  believed  that  there 
was  not  a  reasonable  probabiliiy  that  the  owner  could  be  founds  had 
answered  that  he  did  believe  that  the  owner  eould  be  traced 

THE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  folony  at  the  Leeds  Boroucfa 
Sessions,  holden  before  the  Recorder  of  that  borough  on  tne 
23rd  day  of  October,  1855*  The  indictment  contained  three 
counts.  The  first  count  charged  the  prisoners  with  feloniously 
stealing)  from  the  person  of  John  Grimshaw,  money  to  the  amount 
and  Taloe  of  382.  lO^.,  and  one  cotton  purse  of  the  value  of  Is,^  of 
the  goods,  moneys,  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Ghrimshaw. 
The  second  count  charged  them  with  feloniously  stealing  money 
and  purse  (described  as  before).  The  third  count  charged  them 
with  feloniously  receiving  money  and  purse  (described  as  before) 
then  lately  before  feloniously  stolen,  knowing  them  to  have  been 
feloniously  stolen.  Both  prisoners  pleaded  not  guilty  to  all  the 
ODunts,  and  issue  was  joinea  on  the  part  of  the  Crown. 
The  case  was  tried  at  the  sidd  Sesidons  before  the  said  Recorder 

(a)  Raportad  by  A.  BirrLnroK,  Esq.,  BairiBter^ftULaw. 
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anda  jury.  No  evidence  was  given  sufficient  to  support  any  of  the 
N  AND  charges  agiunst  Marj  Ann  Lee.  As  to  William  Dixon  the  foUow- 
rrasB.  ing  mcts  were  proved.  John  Grimshaw,  about  four  in  the  after- 
noon of  the  4th  day  of  September  last,  being  then  in  the  town  of 
Leeds,  placed  in  a  blacK  purse  seven  five  pound  notes,  three 
Larcauf^  Sovereigns,  and  three  shillings.  He  at  that  time  put  this  purse  in 
^""woS.^  an  inside  pocket  of  a  waistcoat  which  he  then  had  on.  He  did 
not  see  either  the  purse  or  the  money  again  before  he  discovered, 
as  after  mentioned,  that  he  had  lost  them.  '  About  eight  o'clock 
in  the  same  afternoon  he  quitted  a  public  house  where  he  had 
been  drinking,  and  at  that  time  he  felt  his  purse  in  the  pocket  in 
which  he  had  placed  it.  He  was  then  not  sober.  He  afterwards 
left  Leeds  by  a  railway  train  which  arrived  at  Bradford  soon  after 
ten  o'clock  that  afternoon,  and  on  his  arrival  there  he  found  that 
he  had  not  the  purse  or  the  iponey.  He  returned  to  Leeds  early 
on  the  next  morning,  and  communicated  the  &cts  to  the  police. 
About  eleven  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  same  4th  day  of 
September  last,  William  Dixon  was  seen  in  possession  of  two  of 
the  five  pound  notes  which  had  been  placed  in  the  purse  by  John 
Grimshaw ;  William  Dixon  changed  one  of  these  two  notes,  and 
endeavoured  to  change  the  other,  but  was  not  able  to  do  so. 
On  the  next  morning,  between  seven  and  eight  o'clock,  William 
Dixon  attempted  to  change  one  of  the  notes  that  had  been  placed 
in  the  purse  by  John  Grimshaw.  Apoliceman,  under  the  belief 
that  this  was  a  forged  note,  asked  mlliam  Dixon  where  he  had 
got  that  note  and  the  note  which  he  had  changed  on  the  preceding 
night.  William  Dixon  answered  that  he  had  found  both  last  night 
in  the  Croft;.  The  Croft  is  an  open  area  in  a  much  frequented  palt 
of  Leeds,  and  there  was  full  time  for  John  Grimshaw  to  have 
been  in  the  Croft  between  the  time  of  his  leaving  the  public  house 
and  that  of  his  coming  to  the  railway  at  Leeds  on  the  said 
preceding  night. 

The  counsel  for  William  Dixon  urged  to  the  jury  that  the 
story  told  by  Wiliam  Dixon  was  probably  true,  and  that  John 
Grimshaw  had  probably  lost  the  purse  and  money  in  the  Croft;. 
It  was  not  disputed  that  William  Dixon,  if  he  found  the  money, 
intended  at  and  always  from  the  time  of  finding  it,  to  appro- 
priate it;  but  the  counsel  contended  that  on  this  supposition 
William  Dixon  was  entitled  to  an  acquittal  on  all  the  counts. 

The  jury  stated  that  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  purse  and 
money  were  not  stolen  from  John  Grimshaw's  person,  but  lost  by 
him,  and  found  by  William  Dixon. 

The  Becorder  then  desired  them  to  consider  four  questions, 
namely, — 

^  First.  Whether  John  Grimshaw  had  intentionally  abandoned 
his  right  to  the  money. 

Secondly.  Whether  William  Dixon  at  or  after  the  time  of  his 
finding  the  money  believed  that  the  owner  had  abandoned  his 
right  to  the  money. 

Thirdly.  Whether  there  was  or  was  not  reasonable  probability 
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ftt  and  from  the  time  of  the  finding  that  the  owner  could  be       ^^^ 
traced.  j^^-  ^^^ 

Fourthly.  Whether  at  or  after  the  time  of  the  finding  William    Axothkb. 

Dixon  believed  that  there  was  not  reasonable  probability  that  the       

owner  could  bo  found  ?  1^* 

The  jury  answered  the  first  two  questions  in  the  negative^  and    Larceny^ 
the  third  in  the  affirmative^  and  as  to  the  fourth  they  said  that   ^m^  lost 
Uiey  were  of  opinion  that  William  Dixon  did  believe  that  the        "*^ 
owner  could  be  traced. 

The  Becorder  then^  at  the  request  of  the  counsel  for  William 
Dizon^  put  three  more  questions  to  the  jury^  namely, — 

Pirst.  Did  the  owner  know  where  to  find  tho  money? 

Secondly*  Had  William  Dixon  reason  to  know  to  whom  the 
money  belonged  ? 

Thirdly.  Did  William  Dixon  reasonably  believe  that  the  owner 
knew  where  to  find  it? 

The  jury  answered  all  the  last-mentioned  three  questions  in 
the  negative. 

The  opinion  of  the  Recorder  upon  all  the  questions  of  fact 
coincided  with  that  of  the  jury,  and  he  told  the  jury  that  upon 
their  view  of  the  facts  William  Dixon  was  guilty  of  the  offence 
dunged  in  the  second  count 

The  jury  found  that  Mary  Ann  Lee  was  not  guilty  of  any  of 
the  offences  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  that  WiUiam. Dixon 
was  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  second  count,  and  not 
guilty  of  any  other  offence  charged  in  the  indictment. 

The  Kecorder  sentenced  William  Dixon  to  be  imprisoned  and 
kept  to  hard  labour  in  the  Leeds  Borough  House  of  Correction 
for  the  space  of  five  calendar  months,  but  respited  the  execution 
of  the  judgment.  "William  Dixon  not  being  able  to  give  bail 
was  committed  to  the  said  house  of  correction  until  the  question 
hereafter  mentioned  should  have  been  considered.  He  is  still 
confined  in  the  said  house  of  correction. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and 
Uie  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  is,  whether  the  prisoner  ought  to 
have  been  so  convicted  as  aforesaid  under  the  circumstances  above 
mentioned. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner. 

Pickerinffy  in  support  of  the  conviction,  contended  that  the 
answer  of  the  jury  to  the  fourth  question  distinguished  this  from 
TkurhonCi  case:  (1  Den.  C.  C.  387;  S.  C,  nouL  R.  v.  Woody 
3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  453.) 

Paske,  B. — I  do  not  see  what  evidence  there  is  to  give  occasion 
to  those  questions.  The  note  had  no  name  upon  it,  nor  did  the 
prisoner  see  it  fall  from  the  prosecutor ;  and  there  was  nothing  to 
show  the  prisoner^  at  the  time  when  he  took  it  up,  that  the  owner 
could  be  OLBcovered. 

Pickervng. — ^But  the  jury  have  found  that  he  did  so  believe. 

Pakke,  B. — ^Probably,  if  he  took  suflScient  pains,  a  man  might 
always  trace  the  owner  of  a  lost  note. 
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^-  Cbbsswell,  J. — ^The  juiy  haye  not  found  that  at  the  time  of 

Dixon  akd   taking  up  the  note  he  so  bekeved. 

Akothsb.        Pickering. — The  meaning  of  the  answer  to  the  fourth  question 
[^       is,  that  he  so  belieyed  from  the  first. 

Paske,  B, — No ;  the  yerdict  is  not  satisfactory  upon  that  point. 

iMrcemf-^  The  questiou  is,  whether  at  the  time  of  finding  the  note  there  are 
^""a^*"*  circumstances  appearing  whereby  the  owner  can  be  found.  In 
this  case  it  is  quite  conrastent  with  the  answer  of  the  jury  that 
the  prisoner  may  not  have  believed  that  the  owner  could  be  traced 
at  tne  time  when  he  took  it  up;  and  any  belief  or  knowledge 
acquired  afterwards  would  be  immateriaL 

Pickering.— In  R.  v.  West  {b)  (1  Dearslev,  C.  C  402;  6  Cox 
Crim.  Caa.  417)  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  some  endea- 
vours to  discover  the  owner  should  be  used. 

Pakke,  B. — That  was  not  a  case  of  lost  goods,  and  the  decision 
proceeded  upon  that  ground. 

Jebyis,  C.  J.— We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  must 
be  quashed. 

Cantnction  reversed. 

(h)  Eeg.  y.  WeiL  A  pnrehaser  by  mistake  left  Us  pane  on  the  prisoDei^s  nyvket-stsUy 
wi&oot  himself  or  the  prisoner  knowing  it  The  prisoner  afterwards  seeing  it  there,  bnt  not 
at  the  time,  knowing  whose  it  was,  appropriated  it,  and  snbeeqnently  denied  all  knowledge  of  it 
when  inqoiry  was  made  by  the  owner.  Held,  gnilty  of  larceny.  Jerris,  C.J.,  saying,  '^if 
there  had  Ix^n  any  eridence  that  this  was  lost  property  properly  so  speaking,  a  farther  qnestion 
should  haye  been  pot  whether  proper  endeaToars  were  made  by  the  prisoner  to  find  the  owner. 
But  there  was  no  reasonable  groond  here  for  ampposing  that  the  purse  was  lost.  There  is  a 
«lear  distinction  between  property  pot  down  and  1^  as  this  purse  was,  and  property  lost." 
Those  are  the  words  attributed  to  Jerris,  C.  J.,  in  the  report  of  the  case,  24  L.  J.  4,  M.  C. ;  bub 
according  to  the  report  in  6  Cos  Crim.  Cas.  417,  the  irords  used  were,  **  If  the  eyidenoe  had 
shown  that  this  was  lost  property,  the  questioB  ought  to  haye  been  put  to  the  juxy  whether  the 
prisoner  hsd  reasonAbls  means  of  finding  the  owner,  or  reasonably  belieyed  that  the  owner  oould 
not  be  found." 
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COUBT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  24^  1855. 
(Befofe  JjBBYis,  C. J.|  Pabkb,  B.,  WiohtmaHj  Cbessweix^  and 

WUXES,  JJ.) 

Bbg.  v.  Bobsbtb.  (a) 

Comuiff — Procuring  diet  vnih  intent  to  mc^  foreign  coin^Mkdemeanor 
— Attempt  to  commit  felony-^  Stat.  37  (xeo.  3,  o.  126,  s.  2. 

It  i»  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law  to  make  or  procure  dies^  having 

engraved  thereon  the  obverse  and  reverse  sides  of  a  foreign  coin^  toith 

intent  therewith  to  make  such  coin ;  for  it  is  an  act  done  with  intent 

to  commit  and  proximately  connected  with  the  commission  of  a  statutable 

felony. 

8oj  held,  although  it  was  found  that  a  coining  press  and  some  other  thingSf 
which  the  prisoner  had  not  procured^  were  required  for  the  completion 
ef  ^  fdony ;  and  that  the  prisoner  only  intend^  to  make  a  few 
if  the  eousUetfeit  coin  in  England  by  way  of  trying  his  apparatus. 

WILLIAM  BOBEBTS  was  tried  before  Willes,  J.,  at  the 
Warwick  Summer  Assizes,  1855^  upon  an  indictment  con- 
taining several  counts,  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say : 

First  count. — For  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  without  lawful 
authority,  or  excuse,  making  and  causing  to  be  made,  cut  and 
engrayed  two  dies,  one  of  the  obverse  side,  the  other  of  the  reverse 
side  of  a  silver  half  dollar  of  Peru,  not  being  coin  current  in  this 
realm,  with  intent  to  use  them,  and  by  means  thereof  feloniously 
and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  to  make  counterfeit  Peruvian 
half  dollars,  and  so  attempting  to  make  such  counterfeit  coin. 

Second  count — Same  as  first,  except  a  verbal  difference  in 
describing  the  dies. 

Third  count — Same  as  first,  only  saying  **  obtained  and  pro- 
cured,'* instead  of  "  made  and  caused  to  be  made." 

Fourth  count — Same  atf  second,  with  like  difference  as  between 
first  and  third. 

Fifth  count — For  attempting  feloniously  and  i^ainst  the  form  of 
the  statute  to  coin,  as  in  first  count,  by  making,  &c.,  the  dies 
with  intent  to  use  them  in  coining  such  counterfeit  coins ;  and  also 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BrrrLBSTOH,  Esq.,  Barri8ter4ii-Lftir. 
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^^'       hj  procuring,  &c.,  two  galvanic  batteries  suitable  and  necessary 
BoBBRTB.     ^^^  ^^^  purpose;   and  also  by  procuring,  &c.,  acids  and  other 

chemicals  suitable  and  necessary  for  the  purpose. 

1855.  Sixth  count — For  attempting  to  coin  naif  dollars  of  Peru  (with- 

j^j,^,^;;;^;,^,^  out  statinff  the  m^^^ 

Proatrmg  dies      So  mucn  of  the  indictment  as  appears  necessary  is  copied  in  the 
formaJemg    accompanying  paper,  marked  A.,  which  may  be  referred  to  as  part 

foreign  cam,    of  this  case. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  early  in  the  present  year  (1855)  the 
prisoner,  without  any  authority  or  license  so  to  do,  ordered  and 
caused  to  be  made  by,  and  procured  of,  William  Johnson,  a  die- 
sinker  at  Birmingham,  in  Warwickshire,  who,  though  he  executed 
the  order,  gave  notice  to  the  police  immediately  upon  receiving  it^ 
and  committed  no  offence  against  the  law  in  the  transaction,  the 
necessary  dies  for  making  a  counterfeit  half  dollar,  being  a  silver 
coin  of  a  foreign  country,  namely,  the  Republic  of  Peru,  not  being 
a  coin  of,  or  permitted  to  be  current  in,  this  realm.  The  diea^ 
though  suitable  and  necessary  for  makine  such  counterfeit  coin, 
could  not  alone  produce  it,  a  press,  copper  blanks,  galvanic  battery^ 
and  a  preparation  of  silver  being  also  necessary  tor  that  purpose. 
The  pnsoner  had  procured  galvanic  batteries,  and  had  been  in 
negotiation  for  the  purchase  of  a  press  and  copper  blanks  for  the 
aforesaid  purpose,  but  he  was  not  proved  to  have  actually  procured 
either  press^  blanks,  or  preparation  of  silver.  The  prisoner  caused 
to  be  made  and  procured  the  dies  in  Birmingham,  and  intended  to 
procure  the  rest  of  the  necessary  apparatus  there  for  the  purpose 
and  with  the  intention  of  using  the  entire  apparatus  when  pro- 
cured,  including  the  dies,  in  making  counterfeit  Peruvian  half 
dollars,  resembling  the  genuine  coin ;  and  the  only  disputed  ques- 
tion of  fact  at  the  trial  was,  whether  he  intended  to  coin  in  I^eru 
only,  or  whether  he  intend^  to  coin  also  in  this  country. 

There  was  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  on  both 
sides  of  this  question,  and  the  learned  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
and  the  prisoner  respectively  addressed  the  jury  upon  it. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  there  was  no 
proof  of  the  sixth  count,  charging  an  attempt  to  coin,  the  complete 
apparatus  not  appearing  to  have  been  procured;  but  as  it  was 
arranged  that  the  question  whether  any  such  offence  against 
the  law  as  alleged  had  been  committed  should  be  reserved,  I 
thought  it  better  not  to  make  a  distinction  between  the  counts  at 
the  trial 

It  was  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  the  jury 
ought,  upon  the  evidence,  to  find  that  he  only  intended  to  make 
the  coin  in  Peru,  and  not  in  England,  in  which  case  it  was  argued 
that  no  offence  against  the  laws  of  England  had  been  committed. 

It  was  furtner  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  even 
if  he  did  intend  to  coin  in  this  country,  that  intention,  though 
coupled  with  the  act  of  causing  the  dies  to  be  made,  and  procuring 
them  in  pursuance  of  such  an  intention,  fell  short  of  an  attempt  to 
commit  a  felony,  and  therefore  was  not  an  offence. 
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I  told  the  jury,  inter  oHa^  that  if  the  intention  of  the  prisoner  in       Sbo. 
procuring  the  dies  was  to  procore  the  necessary  apparatus  complete^     jDoairM 

and  therewith,  including  the  dies,  to  make  any  number,  however        ' 

amaU,  of  counterfeit  Peruvian  half  dollars  resembling  that  coin,       1855. 
eyen  one  in  England,  the  unauthorized  causing  to  be  made  and  3f^^<^^ji^,<„^__ 
procuring  the  dies  in  pursuance  of  and  with  a  view  to  carry  into  Proeunnff  diet 
effect  that  intention,  woul<},  in  my  opinion,  be  a  misdemeanor.  far  nuMnfi 

The  jury  stated  it  to  be  their  opinion  that  the  intention  of  the  f^'"'^  <»*^ 
prisoner  was  to  cause  to  be  made  and  procure  the  dies  and  other 
necessary  apparatus  in  order  therewith  to  coin  counterfeit  Peruvian 
half  dollars,  and  to  make  a  few  only  of  the  counterfeit  coin  in 
England,  b;^  way  of  trying  whether  the  apparatus  would  answer 
before  sending  it  out  to  Peru,  to  be  there  used  in  making  the 
counterfeit  com. 

I  directed  the  jury,  if  they  thought  that  the  dies  were  caused  to 
be  made  and  procured  by  the  prisoner  as  already  mentioned,  in 
pursuance  of,  and  in  order  to  effect  that  intention,  to  find  the 
prisoner  guilty,  which  they  accordingly  did. 

I  thereupon  postponed  the  jud^ent  until  the  next  assizes, 
admitting  the  pnsoner  to  bail,  and  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Justices  of  either  Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  according 
to  the  statute,  the  following  questions,  which  arose  at  the  tria^ 
namely: 

Whether  the  prisoner,  by  so  causing  to  be  made  and  procuring 
the  dies  as  aforesaid,  with  the  intention  of  using  them,  together 
with  the  rest  of  the  necessary  apparatus,  when  procured,  in  coining 
a  few  counterfeit  Peruvian  half  dollars  in  Enghnd,  in  order  to  try 
the  apparatus  before  sending  it  to  Peru,  to  be  there  used  for 
making  the  counterfeit  coins,  was  guilty  of  an  offence  against  the 
law  of  this  country  ?  and, 

Whether  any  or  either  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment  alleged 
such  an  offence  ?  (See  37  Geo.  3,  c.  126,  s.  2,  and  Dugdale  v.  The 
Qaeen,  1  E.  &  B.  435.  (b) 

O'Brien  (with  him  Brewer)^  for  the  prisoner.  1.  All  the  counts 
of  this  indictment  charge  an  attempt  to  commit  a  statutable  felony, 
and  the  acts  charged  and  proved  do  not  amount  to  an'  indictable 
attempt.     There  are  to  be  found  in  the  books  certain  dicta  to  the 

(ft)  The  maigiiud  note  of  that  case  is:  *'  It  is  a  misdameaDor  to  procnre  indecaDt  prints  with 
Jntaot  to  pobliah  them.  Bat  to  preaerre  and  keep  them  in  poveasion  with  such  intent  is  not  a 
Biedemeaiior."  Lord  Oampbell,  C.  J.  said  '*Wa  hare  dedstons  on  both  sets  of  coonta.  Reg, 
T.  BteAf  Boaa.  &  B.  184,  ahowa  that  those  oonnta  cannot  be  anpported,  whioh  merely  ohaige 
a  poBBeaaion  with  Intent  to  publish ;  the  mere  intent  cannot  constitate  a  misdemeanor  when 
vaaeoompanied  with  any  act  The  case  is  predselj  in  point.  Bat  as  to  the  ooants  which 
cfaaf;^  a  pncoring  with  intent  to  poblish,  we  find  that  in  Beg,  y.  /WiSsr,  Boss.  &  B.  806,  in 
Essler  Tenn,  1816,  all  the  jadgea  were  of  opinion  that  the  proeoring  coonterfeit  com  with 
intoit  to  utter,  waa  a  nuademeanor,  and  that  this  might  be  evidenced  by  the  possession.  Moat 
sot  the  law  be  the  same  aa  to  the  pablication  of  indecent  prints  ?  The  circnlation  of  coonterfeit 
eoin  ia  a  statutory  ofience;  the  drcnlation  of  indecent  prints  is  ponished  at  common  law  for 
the  pnCecdon  of  morala.  The  proeoring  of  sach  prints  is  an  act  done  in  the  oommenoement  of 
a  miademaaiior,  the  misdeiBeanor  being  the  wicked  oflbnoe  of  pablishing  obsoene  prints." 
Oeleridga,  J.  added,  **  the  law  will  not  take  notice  of  an  intent  withoat  an  act.  Possession  is 
no  soeh  aet,  but  proeoring  with  the  intent  to  oommit  the  misdemeanor,  is  the  fint  step  towaida 
the  ""^mtting  of  the  miademeanor." 
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^K"^*       effect  that  eveiy  act  done  towards  the  commiBBion  of  an  indietable 
1lr^J^^tJ^      offence  is  itself  indictable ;  but  that  position  cannot  be  supported. 

'     Dugdale  v.  The  Queen  (1  E.  &  B.  435)^  is  perhaps  the  strongest 

^Q^^'  case;  but  that  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of  R.  t.  Fuller 
Uitiimmmor  (B41S8.  &  Ry.  308),  and  the  whole  doctrine  appears  to  haye  origi*- 
j'^vottringdw  nated  in  R.  y.  Sutton  (2  Stra.  1074),  which  case  was  afterwards 
farmakmg  reversed  by  the  case  of  R.  y.  Heath  (fiuss.  &  Ry.  184.)  Except 
jo^re^gt^  com,  ^j^  respect  to  high  treason  in  ancient  times,  the  maxim  of  the 
ciyil  law  that  voluntas  reputabatur  pro  faeto^  has  not  been  admitted 
into  the  criminal  law  of  England ;  but  in  A  y.  Sutton,  the  court  said^ 
^  the  intent  is  the  offence."  [Jebyis,  C.  J. — That  is  so,  the  act 
is  eyideoce  of  the  intent ;  but  the  guilt  is  in  the  intent.(c^]  If  the 
doctrine  can  be  upheld  in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  stated  in  some 
of  the  cases^  then  a  man  who  has  formed  the  intention  of  oommit- 
ting  an  offsnce,  would  be  indictable  for  leayins  his  own  house  for 
that  purpose,  although  the  next  minute  he  should  abandon  the  dedgn. 
The  most  recent  case  on  this  subject  is  iZ.  y«  JEagleton  (6  Cox 
Grim.  Gas.  559, 571 ;  24  L.  J.  158,  M.  G.),  and  there  Parke,  B.,  in 
deliyering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  says, "  the  mere  intention  to 
commit  a  misdemeanor  is  not  criminal^  some  act  is  required,  and 
we  do  not  think  all  acts  towards  committing  a  misdemeanor  indict*- 
able.  Acts  remotely  leading  towards  the  commission  of  the  offence 
are  not  to  be  considered  as  attempts  to  commit  it,  but  acts  connected 
with  it  are,  and  if  in  this  case,  after  the  credit  with  the  reUeying 
officer  for  the  fraudtilent  oyercharge  any  further  step  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  had  been  necessary  to  obtain  payment,  as  the 
making  out  of  a  further  account,  or  producing  the  youchers  to  the 
board,  we  should  haye  thought  that  the  obtaining  credit  in  account 
with  the  relieying  officer  would  not  haye  been  sufBciently  proxi- 
mate to  the  obtaining  the  money.  But  on  the  statements  in  this 
case,  no  other  act  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  would  haye  been 
required.  It  was  the  last  act  depending  upon  himself  towards  the 
payment  of  the  money,  and  therefore  it  ought  to  be  considered  ae 
an  attempt."  In  order,  therefore,  to  render  an  act  indictable  as  an 
attempt,  the  person  chaiged  must  haye  proceeded  so  far  towards  the 
completion  of  the  offence,  that  the  yery  next  act  to  be  done  by 
him  would  be  the  complete  offence.  This  is  a  reasonable  limita* 
tion  of  the  doctrine,  for  otherwise  the  procuring  of  paint  with 
intent  to  paint  indecent  pictures  for  sale,  or  of  materiab  for  a 
net  to  poach  with^  would  be  indictable ;  and,  if  so  limited^  the 
doctrine  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  because  the  defen* 
dant  must  haye  done  several  other  acts  before  he  could  haye  com- 
pleted the  offence  of  coining.  He  had  not  procured  some  of  the 
necessary  materials.  [Wightman,  J. — ^But  the  dies  would  not  be 
applicable  to  any  other  purpose  than  that  of  making  the  coin.] 
Still  the  act  itself  is  indifferent,  they  may  be  used  for  a  lawful 

(e)  The  ooort  said  in  IL  y.  Button : — ^*  Here  the  mtent  U  the  offanoe,  and  the  having 
in  his  eostody  an  act  that  ia  the  eridenoe  of  that  intent ;"  and  the  onlj  part  of  that  deoision 
which  was  orerrnled  in  R,  t.  Soaih,  was  the  latter  part;  it  being  ooosidered  that  the  merelj 
haying  in  possession  was  not  an  act 
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pvrpoae.    In  R.  y.  WUUams  (1  Den.  C.  C.  39),  upon  an  indict-       Bm. 
ment  f<wr  attempting  to  poison,  it  was  held  not  enough  to  have      rombw 

given  the  poison  to  a  third  person,  in  order  that  it  might  be        

administered  to  the  prosecutor.     FCbesswell,  J. — ^But  that  deci-        i^fts. 
rion  turned  upon  the  language  of  the  particular  statute  creating  ^^^^^^ 
the    offence  of  attempting  to  poison.]      The  indictment  would  ProcmiRg  dits 
not  be  good  without  alleging  an  attempt  to  commit  the  felony ;  and    for  making 
the  abts  allied  and  proved  do  not  make  out  an  attempt.  firtignwm. 

2*  The  finding  or  the  jury  disproves  the  offence  altogether, 
because  it  shows  that  the  defendant  had  no  intention  to  commit 
the  offence  of  coining  in  England.  The  statute  only  applies  to  a 
coining  in  England,  and  the  making  of  a  few  coins  here  by  way  of 
experiment  would  not  be  a  coining  within  the  statute.  The  statute 
18  directed  against  coining  for  the  purpose  of  circulation,  and  the 
coining  of  a  few  by  way  of  experiment  would  not  be  coining  for 
the  purpose  of  circulation.  [Jebvis,  C.  J. — The  statute  is  quite 
general,  and  is  intended  to  prevent  the  making  of  counterfeit 
coin  at  alL]  But  the  specimens  would  hardly  come  under  the 
designation  of  counterfeit  coin.  [Csesswell,  J. — What  would 
they  be  then  if  not  counterfeit  coin?]  Merely  medals,  unless 
intended  for  circulation.  [Pabke,  B. — You  say  they  might  be 
made  as  specimens  for  a  gentleman's  cabinet.]  Yes.  [ Wight- 
liAK,  J. — I  should  pause  before  I  held  that  the  making  of  such 
coins  even  as  specimens  for  a  cabinet,  was  not  an  offence  within 
the  statute.]  The  court  cannot  take  judicial  cognizance  that  the 
coining  of  this  money  would  be  an  offence  in  Peru.  It  may  be  a 
perfectly  innocent  act  there,  and,  if  so,  can  the  mere  trial  of  the 
unplements  in  this  country  be  an  indictable  offence  ?  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  it  cannot,  and  that  the  conviction  is  wrong. 

BittleMtoH  ( Cockle  with  him),  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called 
upon. 

Jebyis,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  right. 
Thia  is  not,  as  was  the  case  in  JS.  v*  Williams^  an  indictment  for  a 
statutable  attempt  to  commit  an  offence,  but  for  the  common  law 
misdemeanor  of  doing  an  act  towards  the  commission  of  an  indict 
aUe  offence.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  direct 
attempt  to  cmn,  and  if  this  had  oeen  a  charge  of  a  statutable 
attempt  to  coin,  the  prosecution  would  have  faued ;  but  here  the 
indictment  is  founded  upon  the  criminal  intent  coupled  with  an 
act  It  is  no  doubt  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  lay  down  any 
definite  rule,  as  to  what  is  such  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  a 
criminal  intent,  as  constitutes  an  indictable  misdemeanor  ;  and  I 
will  not  attempt  to  draw  the  line ;  but  there  is  no  great  practical 
difficulty  in  saying  whether  any  particular  case  rails  within  or 
without  the  line.  In  this  case  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  it  falls 
within  it.  Merely  walking  towards  a  place  with  intention  to 
commit  a  murder  there,  would  not  be  indictable;  but  here  the 
prisoner's  intention  being  to  coin  half  dollars  of  Peru,  the  pro- 
caring  of  the  dies  was  intimately  connected  with  that  intention; 
and  indeed  could  have  been  obtained  and  used  for  no  other  purpose. 
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Pabke,  B. — Between  acts  which  are  and  acts  which  are  not 
indictable,  as  being  coupled  with  a  criminal  intent,  the  line  of 
distinction  cannot  be  exactly  defined,  though  it  is  easy  to  tell 
whether  a  given  case  lies  oa  one  side  of  the  line  or  the  other. 
__  I  agree  that  the  kw  is  as  laid  down  in  B,  t.  EagUtOH,  and  that  to 
■„  constitute  the  miedemeanor  the  act  done  must  be  proximate  to  the 
I    offence  intended.  Merely  going  to  Birmingham  in  order  to  procure 
^   dies,  if  he  had  not  procured  them,  would  not  have  been  any  act  suffi- 
ciently proximate  to  the  offence;  but  I  think  the  act  of  procuring  the 
dies  to  be  made  was  sufficiently  proximate  to  the  offence  of  coiuing. 
They  could  not  have  been  procured  for  any  lawful  pnrpoae.    A 
distinct  attempt  to  coin  need  not  be  proved,  except  in  the  case  of 
statutable  attempts,  as  in  £.  v.  WiUiamSf  which  stand  upon  a 
different  ground. 

WiGHTHAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  cannot  be  e^d 
that  every  act  which  is  done  in  furtherance  of  an  intent  to  commit 
an  offence  is  itself  indictable ;  nor  is  it  possible  to  define  very 
exactlywhat  acta  are  so  indictable.  Butaccordingto  the  rule  laid 
down  in  R,  v.  EagUlon,  they  must  be  acts  connected  immediately 
with  the  offence  intended  to  be  committed,  and  having  no  other 
object,  and  in  the  present  case  the  procuring  of  the  dies  appears  to 
me  to  fall  within  that  rule. 

Cbesbwell,  J. — The  cases  of  prooniing  coin  with  intent  to 
utter  them,  show  that  a  direct  attempt  to  commit  the  priniupal 
offence  is  not  necessary. 

WiLLEg,  J. — I  expressed  my  opinion  upon  this  case  at  the  trial. 
Conviction  affirmed.{d) 

id)  See  Saijld^t  earn,  CM.  397 ;  ud  Seg.  t.  Uiggiu,  3  Eut,  6;  in  Khicb  oue  (at 
p.31),lAwreDee,  J.uJd:  " Ttas  oficncc  does  not  net  in  men  iDtentiim;  fu  in  solidting  Diioo 
to  commie  tba  felon;,  the  defradmnt  did  ui  act  towuda  cuiTing  his  inlent  into  eucntiixi.  It 
IE  an  eadeiToar  or  attempt  to  commit  ■  crims.  Tha  aigomaiit,  tbanfora,  for  the  defeodanl 
mnst  go  ttie  length  of  ahoiriiig  that  an  aodeaTODr  oi  attempt  to  conmiit  a  (eloaj  ia  oo  ofowa, 
DDt  enaa  a  miademeanoi,  if  tfae  felan;  be  not  comDiitt«d :  for  if  the  felony  had  been  conimittsd 
bf  tbe  Mrvant,  tbe  defandant  bimialf  wonld  here  been  ■  felon.  The  doetrin*  laid  down  bj 
Lord  Hanfiald  in  £.  t.  Saffidd,  whteh  oompriiea  all  the  prindplea  of  the  foimer  decisunu, 
antinlf  BDrenii  the  praaaot  ease  {  that  >o  Uag  aa  an  act  neU  in  biiE  inlantioa,  it  ie  not 
ponieluUe  bf  our  Inre ;  but  imiiMdiatal;  when  an  act  ia  done,  the  lair  Jadgea  not  onl;  of  tha 
act  done,  hut  of  the  iatceit  with  wbich  it  ie  done ;  and  if  icoompanied  with  an  nnlawlid  and 
maliciona  intent,  though  the  act  itedf  wocdd  albnwiie  have  been  innocent,  the  intent  being 
criminal,  ttie  act  bacomts  criminal  and  pooishable.  That  case  ia  ablj  repcit«d,  and  oontaioa 
erarjthliv  conTindng  which  ean  be  aaid  on  the  Bntiject." 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
November  24,  1855. 
(Before  JbbyiSj  C.  J.,  Pabkb,  B.,  Wiohtman,  Cbesswell,  and 

WlLLES^  J.) 

Reg.  v.  Abiian.  (a) 

EmbezzlemenU^Seeeipi  of  money  by  virtue  of  employmeni — Question 

for  the  jury — Mudireciion, 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indietmeni  against  a  person  employed  as  store- 
heeper  and  clerh  under  the  governor  of  a  county  gaol  for  embezzlement, 
a  appeared  that  although  it  toas  no  part  of  his  regular  duty  to  receive 
money ^  yet  he  was  allowed  by  the  justices  to  do  so  in  the  absence  of  the 
governor  ;  and  it  was  objected  on  his  behalf  thai  he  had  not  received 
the  money  by  virtue  of  his  employment^  and  that  that  was  a  question 
for  ike  jury. 

&idj  thai  U  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  and  the  judge  having  directed 
the  jury  thai  if  Aey  believed  thai  the  prisoner  received  the  money ^  he 
did  receive  it  by  virtue  of  his  employment^  the  conviction  was  wrong, 

AT  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  Borough  of  Bedford,  holden 
on  the  29th  day  of  June,  1855,  before  the  Recorder, 
Abraham  Annan  was  indicted  for  embezzling  the  seyeral  sums  of 
7«.  Id.,  IBs.  9<L  and  10s.,  the  moneys  of  the  justices  of  the  county 
of  Bedford. 

The  prisoner  was  employed  in  the  service  of  the  prosecutors 
under  Robert  Eyan  Roberts,  the  goyemor  of  the  county  gaol,  as 
storekeeper  and  clerk  of  the  prison,  and  on  his  appointment  written 
instmctionfif,  of  which  a  copy  is  annexed,  were  aeliyered  to  him. 

The  prisoner  was  from  time  to  time  informed  by  the  trades 
iBBtnictor  of  the  sale  of  goods  manufactured  in  the  prison,  and  it 
was  his  duty  to  enter  an  account  of  these  in  the  day-book,  and  to 
make  out  bills  of  parcels  and  receipts  for  the  purchasers. 

The  goyemor  usually  receiyed  the  payments  made  by  customers 
for  such  goods ;  but  sometimes  in  his  absence  the  prisoner  receiyed 
them,  and  when  he  did  so  the  course  of  business  was  that  he 
should,  on  the  same  day,  enter  the  receipt  thereof  in  the  day- 
book, and  should  hand  oyer  to  the  goyemor  the  amount  so  receiyed. 
It  was  proyed  also  by  two  of  the  prosecutors  that  they  had  them- 
selyes  made  payments  to  the  prisoner  for  goods  manufactured  in 
the  gaol,  and  that  it  was  in  their  knowledge  that  he  receiyed 
money  f^m  customers  for  goods  so  manufactured. 

(a)  Reported  bj  A  Butlbroh,  Esq.,  Banister-ai-Law. 
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Sbo.  It  was  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  that  he  had  not 

jj^l^      recelyed  the  moneys  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  and  that  it  was 

a  question  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  he  had  so  received  them 

1855.       or  not.     The  Recorder  told  the  jury  that  under  these  circum- 

Emb^mnent  ^^'^^^^  ^  ^^®7  ^^'^  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  had  received  the 

^Rece^  (y   moneys,  he  was  of  opinion  that  he  received  them  by  virtue  of  his 

^f^'^*^  of     employment.     The  jury  having  found  that  he  did  so  receive  them, 

^"'P^oy''*^-    the  Recorder  told  them  that  the  only  question  then  left  was  whether 

he  embezzled  them. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

Whereupon  judgment  was  postponed^  and  the  prisoner  was 
discharged  on  bail  to  appear  at  the  next  Epiphany  Sessions  for 
the  borough. 

The  opinion  of  the  judges  is  asked  whether  the  Recorder  ought 
not  to  have  left  it  to  the  iury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  prisoner 
had  received  the  moneys  by  virtue  of  his  employment. 

Instbuctions  to  Storekeepee  and  Clebk. 

To  enter  upon  his  duties  at  unlocking  in  the  morning.  To 
superintend  the  cleaning  of  the  offices,  and  to  consider  himself 
responsible  for  everything  therein.  He  is  not  to  allow  subordinate 
officers  to  interfere  nor  meddle  with  any  of  the  books,  nor  must  he 
permit  them  to  congregate  or  ffossip  id  the  office. 

MeaUy  Sfc. — He  must  go  to  breakfast  at  forty-five  minutes  past 
seven,  return  at  thirty  minutes  past  eight,  a.m.  Dinner  at  twelve, 
return  at  one,  p.m.,  except  on  Tuesdavs  (Y.  J.  Meetings^  on  those 
days,  if  the  meetings  are  not  over  before  one  o'clock,  ms  dinner 
must  be  brought  to  we  prison. 

Duties. — He  will  take  his  turn  at  the  front  gates  in  night  duty,  in 
oommon  with  the  gate  and  assistant  ^rter,  except  the  week  pre- 
ceding and  during  the  assizes  and  sessions,  and  at  other  times  should 
the  governor  require  his  services.  When  not  on  night  duty,  his 
duties  will  cease  at  seven,  p.m.  When  on  night  duty,  the  same 
time  allowed  him  for  tea  as  to  the  other  officers.  He  will  have 
a  Sunday  off  duty  in  conmion  with  the  other  officers. 

Office, — To  check  the  daily  state  books  daily.  To  take  the  utmost 
care  of  the  commitments  and  other  documents  in  the  office.  To 
endorse  and  deposit  them  in  their  proper  place.  To  post  the  pn^ 
vision  books  ana  prison  registers  up  every  day.  TocoUectthe  invoices 
fbr  the  weekly  meeting  on  Tuesday.  The  requisition  list  to  be 
prepared.  The  accounts  from  the  various  cash  books  to  be  pre- 
pared and  laid  before  the  governor  for  eignature  every  Monday 
evening.     The  stock  book  to  be  regularly  posted  up. 

Stores. — The  storekeeper  alone  will  be  held  responsible  to  the 
governor  for  the  safe  keeping  and  proper  distribution  of  the  stores 
m  his  charge,  to  enter  all  articles  received  and  issued  in  the  books 
supplied  for  that  purpose,  stating  from  whom  received  and  to  what 
department  of  the  prison  issued.  He  must  also  see  that  the  articles 
supplied  are  accordmg  to  sample;  any  departure  therefrom  he  must 
at  once  commonicate  to  the  governor* 
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The  general  issue  of  stores  for  the  ensaing  week  to  be  issued       B>o- 
CTcry  inday  evening  at  four  o'clock^  and  only  those  articles  are  to     j^^^^ 

be  issued  which  are  applied  for  and  entered  in  the  requisition  book^        ' 

wbich  the  storekeeper  will  lay  before  the  goTemor  for  nis  inspection.        18(^5. 

Prisoners*  names  to  be  entered  in  "  Register  Description  Book/'  Emb^danau 
**  Sentence  Book,"  and  '^  Diary, "  if  a  fine,  in  *^  Fine  !Book ; "  also  ^juoe^  ty 
the  commitments  laid  before  governor  every  evening,  endorsed     virtue  of 
with  the  usual  particulars ;  every  Friday  make  out  list  of  discharge    «^*vw«^ 
prisoners  for  the  ensuing  week.   ''  Borough  prisoners ''  to  be  enteied 
m  a  '^  Borough  Prisoners'  Book."    Pnmshment  by  governor  to  be 
entered  every  week  for  Y.  J.  meeting. 

Government  Convicts. — Prepare  weekly  return  of  convicts  every 
Saturday,  also  ''monthly  return"  first  of  every  month,  to  be 
fiirwarded  to  Director  of  Convict  Prisons. 

Sessions. 

Manufactory. — The  outstanding  accounts  to  be  made  and  sent 
oat  previous  to  every  Quarter  Sessions. 

£tZ2f. — ^Forms  to  be  sent  to  parties  supplying  goods  previous  to 
each  Session. 

Sessions. — Black  list  for  assize  and  sessions,  calendars  to  be  pre- 
pared for,  &C.,  in  the  usual  form. 

Sibz/umery— Check  off  all  article^  supplied,   as  stated  in  the 
contracts  for  stationery. 
13th  Feb.  1854. 

TVter,  for  prisoner.-— The  written  instructions  approved  by  the 
Seeretary  of  State  pursuant  to  4  Geo.  4,  c  64,  regulated  the  prisoner's 
duties;  and  he  could  not  receive  money  by  virtue  of  his  employment. 
[JsRyi8»  C*  J. — But  he  was,  in  fact,  employed  to  receive  money 
sometimea.  That  seems  not  to  l^ive  been  disputed.  The  objec- 
tioD  was  that,  in  point  of  law,  he  could  not  be  so  employed.]  All 
that  was  admitted  was  the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  the  chairman 
was  requested  to  ask  the  jury,  whether  it  wa3  received  by  virtue  of 
his  employment ;  instead  of  which,  he  told  them  that,  in  point  of 
law,  it  was  so  received. 

PearsCf  in  support  of  the  conviction. — The  fair  understanding 
of  the  chairman's  direction  is,  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence  of 
thepactioe,  that  would  justify  them  in  fijiding  that  the  money  was 
noeived  by  virtue  of  the  employment;  aim  that,  thereforet  in 
substance  uie  question  was  left  to  the  jury. 

JfiBTia,  C.  J. — ^The  case  does  not  so  state  it.  The  duurman 
ought  to  have  asked  the  question,  whether  the  money  was  received 
b^  virtue  of  the  employment ;  but  it  appears  quite  clearly  that  he 
ddnot. 

Pabke,  B. — He  should  have  expluned  to  the  jury,  that  there 
might  have  been  an  employment  by  the  justices^  independently  of 
the  statutory  r^^lations;  and  then  asked  them  whether  there 
was  sadi  an  employment,  and  whether  the  money  was  received  by 
rirtne  of  it. 

The  other  judges  concurring.  Conviction  reversed. 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  24,  1855. 

(Before  Jebvis,  C.  J.,  Pabke,  B.,  Wightbian,  Cbesswell^  and 

WlLLES,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  Stubbs  and  Othebs.  {a) 

Evidence — Corroboration  o^  accomplices. 

The  rule  which  requires  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  to  be  corroborated 
is  one  of  practice  onfyy  and  althofigh  it  is  the  practice  of  the  judges  to 
advise  juries  to  disregard  the  evidence  of  such  witnesses^  so  far  as  ii 
implicates  any  prisoners  against  whom  there  is  no  other  evidence,  yet  a 
different  direction  is  not  incorrect  in  point  of  law;  and  where  a  chair^ 
man  of  quarter  sessions  told  the  jury  that  corroboration  of  the  aecom^ 
plice  as  to  two  out  of  three  persons  charged  was  sufficient,  though  his 
evidence  as  to  the  third  person  should  be  viewed  with  more  suspicion,  a 
conviction  of  all  three  was  affirmed. 

AT  the  Oeneral  Quarter  Session  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
Durham,  held  at  Durham  on  the  2nd  day  of  July,  1855, 
before  Rowland  Burdoii,  Esq.,  chairman,  Francis  Stubbs,  Newton 
Wardle,  William  Waithman,  and  John  Thornton,  were  indicted 
for  stealing  and  receiving,  knowing  it  to  be  stolen,  a  quantity  of 
copper  or  yellow  metal,  the  property  of  Edward  Bailey. 

The  evidence,  so  far  as  it  went  to  implicate  Stubbs,  was  as  follows : 
— Joseph  Bailes,  Joseph  Robson,  and  John  Robson,  three  accom- 
plices in  the  robbery,  swore  to  the  copper  having  been  taken  from 
the  possession  of  the  prosecutor  on  the  nights  of  Thursday,  Friday, 
and  Saturday,  the  24th^  25th,  and  26th  days  of  May,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord,  1855. 

They  swore  that  Stubbs  was  present  on  the  last  of  these  takings 
only,  and  that  he  assisted  in  carrying  the  copper  to  a  place  of 
deposit  in  the  Hendon  Banks,  on  Sunderland  Moor,  near  the  town 
of  Sunderland,  and  that  he  assisted  in  carrying  some  of  it  from  the 
place  aforesaid,  and  in  selling  it  at  one  Storeys,  a  marine  store 
dealer  in  Sunderland,  and  shared  in  the  money  that  was  produced 
by  such  sale.  Storeys  was  called  and  swore  tnat  Wardle,  Waith'^ 
man  and  Joseph  Robson  were  the  parties  who  brought  the  copper 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BiiTLBSTOxri  Esq.,  Barrister*at-LAW. 
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to  hia  premises  and  sold  it,  and  no  further  evidence  was  adduced       ^"^ 
as  a^nst  Stubbs,  but  the  accomplices  were  corroborated  in  other      stubbs. 
particulars  in  regard  to  the  other  prisoners.  

At  the  conclusion  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  the  counsel       ^^^ 
for  the  prisoner  Stubbs,  after  calling  the  attention  of  the  chairman    Emdenee  of 
to  sevend  cases,  asked  him  to  direct  the  jury  that  the  eyidence  of  accomplioe»-- 
the  accomplices  in  respect  of  the  prisoner  Stubbs  was  not  corrobo-  ^o»'«'*<»'«»^»' 
nted|  and  that  it  ought  to  have  been  corroborated  as  to  each 
prisoner  individually ;  whereas  it  was  only  corroborated  as  to  two 
of  the  four  prisonera,  Stubbs  not  being  one  of  the  two.     After 
hearing  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  the  chairman  directed  the 
joiy  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  accomplices  should  be  cor- 
roborated as  to  each  individual  prisoner  being  connected  with  the 
crime  charged ;  that  their  being  corroborated  as  to  material  facts^ 
tending  to  show  that  Wardle  and  Waithman  were  connected"  with 
the  robbery,  was  sufficient  as  to  the  whole  case.    But  that  the 
jury  should  look  with  more  suspicion  at  the  evidence  in  Stubbs' 
dkse,  where  there  was  no  corroboration,  than  in  the  cases  of  Wardle 
and  Waithman,  where  there  was  corroboration,  but  that  it  was  a 
qoesticm  for  the  jury.     The  jury  found  all  the  prisoners  ffuilty. 
otubbs  was  sentenced  to  twelve  months  imprisonment  and  hard 
labour. 

The  question  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is,  whether  the 
direction  of  the  chairman  was  right  ? 

Gray^  appeared  for  the  prosecution,  but  no  counsel  for  the 
prisoner. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — Although  we  may  regret  the  result  which  has 
followed  in  this  case  from  departing  from  the  usual  practice,  we 
cannot  interfere,  for  it  is  not  a  rule  of  law  that  an  accomplice  must 
be  confirmed.  In  point  of  law  the  judge  is  bound  to  tell  the 
jniy  that  they  may  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  upon  the  unconfirmed 
testimony  of  an  accomplice ;  but  the  usual  course  is  to  advise  them 
not  to  do  sa  The  object  of  so  advising  the  jury  is,  that  they  may 
thereby  be  assisted  in  getting  at  the  truth  ;  but  if  it  were  necessarpr 
that  the  accomplice  should  be  corroborated  in  every  particular,  his  evi- 
dence would  be  rendered  entirely  unnecessary.  When  the  accomplice 
speaks  to  three  persons  as  having  been  engaged  in  committing  an 
offence^  and  is  confirmed  as  to  the  identity  of  two  only,  it  is  my 
practice,  and  I  think  it  is  the  proper  course,  to  tell  the  jury  that, 
though  they  may  act  as  to  all  three  on  this  evidence,  yet  they  will 
do  well  not  to  act  upon  it  as  to  the  third  man,  with  respect  to^ 
whom  there  is  no  coimrmation ;  because  nothing  is  easier  for  the' 
accomplice  than  to  speak  the  truth  as  to  two,  and  put  the  third 
man  into  hia  own  place.  The  jury,  however,  may,  if  they  choose 
to  do  so,  give  credit  to  the  accomplice  and  act  upon  his  evidence, 
though  not  confirmed;  but  thev  generally  yield  to  the  advice 
which  the  judge  offers  them.  The  usual  and  proper  practice  has 
not  been  followed  in  this  case,  but  we  cannot,  on  that  account, 
hold  the  conviction  bad  in  point  of  law. 
Parks,  B. — My  experience  as  a  judge  extends  over  more  than 

VOL.   VII.  E 
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^^        a  quarter  of  a  century,  and  I  have  uniformly  directed  the  jury  in 
Stdbbs.      respect  of  the  unsupported  testimony  of  an  accomplice,  in  the 

manner  pointed  out  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.     I  have  told  the 

]^^       jury  that  they  may  act  on  such  unsupported  testimony,  if  they 
Ev(dmee  of  Can  bring  their  minds  to  place  reliance  on  it,  but  I  have  advised 
aaoompHoa^  them,  and  juries  have  generally  acted  on  the  advice,  not  to 
CorroborakoH,  gjjj  ^  prisoner  guilty,  unless  his  testimony  was  corroborated,  both 
as  to  the  transaction  itself,  and  also  as  to  the  identity  of  the 
person  charged.     The  judges  have  not  been  quite  agreed  as  to 
the  degree  of  corroboration  which  ought  to  be  required ;  but  as 
an  accomplice  necessarily  knows  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  upon 
the  question  of  identity  his  evidence  does  not  receive  any  con- 
firmation from  its  consistency  with   those  facts,  I  have  always 
advised  the  jury  to  require  confirmation  as  to  that  very  point  of 
identitv ;  and  I  do  not  recollect  any  instance  of  their  acting  against 
that  aavice.     The  chairman  has  not  followed  the  practice,  but  that 
is  for  the  Secretary  of  State. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — There  has  certainly  been  some  diversity  of 
practice  upon  this  subject,  as  appears  from  the  note  (b)  to  2  Starkie 
(Law  of  Evidence,  tit.  ^* Accomplice,"  p.  13),  where  jB.  v.  Jones 
(2  Camp.  133),  jR.  v.  Dawber  (3  Stark.  34),  and  other  cases,  are 
cited  as  instances  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  where  several 
are  jointly  tried,  and  there  is  confirmation  only  as  to  some,  others 
may  be  convicted  as  to  whom  there  is  no  confirmation.  But  the 
question  is  one  for  the  jury.  If  they  can  conscientiously  rely 
upon  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice,  though  not  confirmed,  there 
is  no  rule  of  law  which  prohibits  them  from  doing  so;  and  con- 
firmation can  only  mean  some  independent  evidence  supporting 
a  part  of  the  accomplice's  statement,  not  the  whole  of  it. 


(h)  The  following  obserratioos  are  extracted  from  that  note:  **  But  then  the  question 
IB  any  distinction  to  be  made  as  to  the  nature  of  the  drcomstances,  in  respect  of  whieh  oon- 
firmation  is  reqaired — is  it  sufficient  that  the  aocomplioe  be  confirmed  simply  as  to  the  corpm 
delictij  or  are  some  confirmatory  circnmstanoes  essential  as  to  the  identi^  of  the  offender  f 
The  object  of  requiring  ooofirmatory  evidence  most  either  be  to  create  such  a  degree  of 
confidence  in  the  sincerity  of  the  acoomplioe^  as  to  render  him  gmeraUif  credible  even  as  to 
statements  in  respect  of  which  be  is  not  confirmed,  or  to  exdode  the  probability  of  his  attempting 
to  deceive  in  the  particular  traiuaction  which  he  details.  If  the  latter  be  the  true  principle, 
some  oonfirmation  as  to  the  agency  of  the  accused  should  seem  to  be  essential ;  for  where  there 
are  no  circnmstanoes  independently  of  the  testimony  of  the  acoompUoe  to  implicate  the  accused, 
the  conviction  must  necessarily  rest  on  the  credibility  of  the  witness.  From  the  language  of 
the  jndges  on  the  subject,  and  particularly  that  of  Thompson,  C.J.  (in  the  case  of  R.  t. 
Smauow^  York  Trials,  1818,  p.  16),  it  should  seem  that  confirmation  as  to  the  circunostanoes 
of  the  offence,  without  any  as  to  the  ideiUitji  <^  the  offender^  is  sufficient :  provided,  of  course, 
the  jury  be  induced  to  give  credit  to  soch  a  witness.  The  same  inference  may,  it  seems,  be  ^ 
drawn  from  those  cases  where  it  has  been  held,  that  where  several  are  jointly  tried,  and  there 
is  confirmation  only  as  to  some,  others  may  be  convicted  as  to  whom  there  is  no  confirmation. 
See  JL  V.  Jomee^  2  Camp.  133;  and  R.  v.  JDawber^  3  Stark.  34;  and  the  point  is  stated 
to  have  been  expressly  decided  in  Birhetft  Case^  Rnss.  ^  Ry.  252.  It  must,  however,  be 
admitted,  that  even  assuming  that  it  is  sufficient  to  confirm  by  circumstances  the  general 
credibili^  fOf  the  accomplice,  yet  that  mere  confirmation  as  to  the  drcumstaoces  of  the 
oflence,  though  it  may  show  the  accuracy  of  the  accomplice's  recollection,  usually  affords  a 
very  imperfect  test  of  his  tmcerity.  The  ordinary  motive  to  deceive,  by  which  an  accomplice 
would  be  influenced,  is  the  hope  of  saving  himself,  and  it  may  be  a  friend,  who  partidpated  in 
the  offence,  by  the  conviction  of  an  innocent  person,  and  the  temptation  is  to  misrepresent  nofe 
as  to  the  drcnmstances  of  the  offence,  but  merely  as  to  the  agents  who  committed  it." 
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Crbsswell,  J. — I  have  always  adopted  in  practice  the  rule       Hbo. 
mentioned  by  my  brother  Parke,  and  upon  this  ground,  that  an      g^JiBs. 

accomplice  is  a  man  who  can  have  no  difficulty  as  to  the  circum-        

stances  of  the  case,  and  whose  knowledge  of  those  circumstances        is^s. 
therefore  tends  in  no  degree  to  show  that  his  statement  is  correct    EfAdmee  of 
•a  to  the  persons  who  committed  the  offence.  aeampUcet— 

WiULES,  J. — The  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  provides  that  CorroboraHon, 
qaestions  of  law  may  be  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  this 
court.    The  question  reserved  in  this  case  is  one  of  practice  only, 
and  not  one  of  law. 

Cmviction  affirmed. 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  24,  1855. 

(Before  JsBviSy  CJ.,  Parke,  B.,  Wightman,  Crbsswell,  and 

WiLLES,  JJ.)  V 

Reg.  v.  Smith,  (a) 

Shooiing  with  intent  to  murder — Mistake  as  to  the  person  shot  at. 

If  A»  intending  to  murder  B.  shoots  at  and  wounds  C,  supposing  him 
to  be  B^  he  is  guilty  of  wounding  C.  with  intent  to  murder  him  ;  for  he 
intends  to  kill  the  person  at  whom  he  shoots. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Crompton,  J : — 
The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  Winchester 
Summer   Assizes,   1855,  on  an  indictment  charging  him   with 
wounding  William  Taylor,  with  intent  to  murder  him. 

On  the  night  in  question  the  prisoner  was  posted  as  a  sentry  at 
Parkhorst,  and  the  prosecutor,  Taylor,  was  posted  as  a  sentry  at  a 
nd^hbouring  post. 

The  prisoner  intended  to  murder  one  Malony,  and  supposing 
Taylor  to  be  Malony  shot  at  and  wounded  Taylor. 

The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  intended  to  murder  Malony, 
not  knowing  that  the  party  he  shot  at  was  Taylor,  but  supposing 
liim  to  be  Malony ;  and  the  jury  found  that  he  intended  to  murder 
the  individual  he  shot  at,  supposing  him  to  be  Malony. 

I  directed  sentence  of  death  to  be  recorded,  reserving  the 
question  whether  the  prisoner  could  be  properly  x^onvicted,  on 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Bittlbstoh,  Esq.,  Barristor-ai-Law. 

E   2 
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^^-       this  state  of  iacts,  of  woanding  Taylor^  with  intent  to  murder  him. 
SioTB.       See  Bex  v.  H0U9  (b)  7  C.  &  P.  518 ;   see  also  Beg.  y.  Ryan,  (c) 

2  Moo.  &  Rob.  213. 

^^^'  The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel  on  either  side. 

Shooimff  at  om     JekyiSj  C.  J.— -The  conyiction  is  quite  rights  and  must  be 
P«ntm  m     affirmed. 

^"^^^^^       Parke,  B. — The  prisoner  mistook  the  person ;  but  there  is  no 
Ifuwi  to  iOL  doubt  that  he  intended  to  kill  the  man  at  whom  he  shot,  and  that 
was  Taylor. 

The  other  judges  concurring. 

Conviction  qffirmedL 

(6)  i2asB  T.  HoU,  Indiotment  for  Bhootiog  at  H.  with  intent  to  morder  H.  ETideDoe, 
that  the  prisoDer  intending  to  kill  L.  shot  at  H.  mietaking  him  for  L.  Littledale,  J.,  asked 
the  jpry  whether  the  prisoner  intended  to  kill  H.,  tolling  them  that  the  law  inferred  that  a 
person  intended  to  do  that  whloh  was  the  immediato  and  neoesBarj  efilBet  of  hii  own  act. 
The  jury  fonnd  that  the  priaoner  did  not  intend  to  injare  H^  and  the  judge  directed  an 
acquittal 

(0)  Beg,  T.  J^yon.  Indiotment  for  oansing  poison  to  he  taken  hj  A.  B.  with  intent  to  murder 
A.  B.  Evidence,  that  the  poison,  though  accidentally  taken  by  A.  B.,  was  intended  for 
G.  D.  Verdict — Guilty.  Parke,  B.,  afterwards  said  that  he  had  spoken  to  Alderson,  B.,  an 
the  subject,  and  they  both  doubted  whether  the  verdict  could  be  aupported,  the  averment  of 
intention  not  being  proved  as  hud.  In  R.  v.  LewU,  6  Car.  &  P.  161«  a  conviction  under 
similar  circumstances  had  taken  place,  but  he  questioned  tbe  propriety  of  that  decision ;  and 
under  1  Vict  c  85,  s.  2,  it  was  sufficient  to  allege  the  act  done  *'with  intent  to  conunit 
muidei^  generally.  But  as  the  intention  was  described  with  particularity  *^  to  murder  A.  B.*' 
that  intention,  in  his  opinion,  ought  to  be  proved.  He  therefore  directed  a  fresh  indictment 
to  be  sent  up  laying  the  intent  to  **  commit  murder,**  under  wiiich  the  prisoner  was  convicted 
and  transported  fiwlifti 
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November  24,  1855. 
(Before  Jesyis,  C. J^  Pabke,  B.,  Wightkak>  C&ebswbll,  and 

WiLLES,  JJ.) 

Reo.  v.  Jabtis.  (a) 

PutestUm  cf  eaunterfeit  coin — Evidence  of  gmhjf  knowledge^  and 

inieniion  to  utter. 

Tke  mere  posseseion  of  a  large  quantity  of  pieces  of  counterfeit  coin^  of 
ike  tame  date  and  mdke^  each  being  wrapped  up  in  a  separate  piece  of 
poper^  affords  evidence  for  the  jury  both  of  guilty  knowledge^  and  of 
an  intention  to  utter. 

THIS  case  was  reserved  hj  Isaac  Spooner,  Esq.,  Deputy  Re- 
corder of  the  borough  of  Birmingham.  The  prisoner  William 
Jarris,  was  tried  before  me,  the  Deputy  Recorder  of  the  borough 
of  Birmingham,  at  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace, 
hdden  for  the  said  borough  od  the  26th  day  of  June,  1855,  upon 
■B  indictment  charging  him  with  having  in  his  possession  on  the 
10th  day  of  June,  1 855,  a  number  of  pieces  of  false  and  counter- 
feit coin,  to  wit,  thirteen  pieces  of  false  and  counterfeit  coin 
resembling  and  apparently  intended  to  resemble  and  pass  for  thir- 
teen pieces  of  the  Queen's  current  silver  coin  called  half-crowns ; 
and  fourteen  pieces  of  false  and  counterfeit  coin  resembling  and 
ipparently  intended  to  resemble  and  pass  for  fourteen  pieces  of  the 
Queen's  current  silver  coin  called  shillings,  knowing  the  same  to 
be  false  and  counterfeit,  and  with  intent  to  utter  and  put  off  the 
same.  The  prisoner  was  apprehended  at  twelve  o'clock  at  ni^ht 
in  a  lodging-house  at  Birmingham  by  a  policeman,  who  searched 
him  and  found  upon  him  in  different  pockets  of  his  dress,  four 
counterfeit  crowns,  all  electro-plated,  of  the  same  date  and  the 
Bame  mould,  each  crown  being  wrapped  in  a  separate  piece  of  paper ; 
thirteen  counterfeit  half-crowns,  all  electro-plated,  or  the  same  date, 
two  of  the  same  mould,  each  half-crown  being  wrapped  in  a 
Beparate  piece  of  paper;  and  fourteen  counterfeit  shillings,  all 
electro-plated,  of  the  same  date,  and  the  same  mould,  each  shilling 
being  wrapped  in  a  separate  piece  of  paper;  and  four  shillings  good 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BiTTLBSron,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Beo.        money.     On  his  apprehension,   and   at  the  police  station,   the 
J  ^'  prisoner  said  that  they,  meaning  the  counterfeit  coin,  had  been 

'      given  him   while  gambling,  and  he  did  not   know   they   were 

1855.       counterfeit. 
p  "^»  of      Upon  these  facts,  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner,  that  on  the 
eovm^f^Zm  truc  Construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  34,  a.  8, 
--Evidence  of  under  which  the  indictment  was  framed,  there  was  no  evidence  to 
ini&a  to  utter,  g^  ^^  ^j^^  j^jy  ^jjj^^  ^.j^^  prisoner  knew  the  coin  to  be  false  or  coun- 
terfeit, or  that  he  intended  to  utter  and  put  off  the  same.     And  a 
decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Maule  at  the  Warwick  Summer  Assizes, 
1854,  on  an  indictment  charging  a  like  offence  under  the  same 
statute  against  the  same  prisoner,  was  cited  and  relied  on. 

But  on  the  facts  proved  before  them,  I  told  the  jury  that  I 
thought  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  them,  that  the  prisoner  had 
the  coin  in  his  possession  knowing  the  same  to  be  false  and 
counterfeit,  and  with  intent  to  utter  and  put  off  the  same,  but  that 
they  must  be  fully  satisfied  on  these  points  before  they  could  find 
the  prisoner  guilty. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor,  and  I 
sentenced  him  to  three  years  imprisonment  in  the  gaol  at  Birming- 
ham, as  he  was  well  known  as  a  notorious  utterer  and  putter  off  of 
false  coin.  I  request  the  opinion  of  the  judges  whether  the  facts 
above  stated  justify  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner  in  point  of  law. 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel  on  either  side* 

Jebyis,  C.  J.— I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  must  be 
affirmed.  We  cannot  be  guided  by  a  supposed  decision  of  my 
brother  Maule,  which  is  not  reported,  and  about  which  we  really 
know  nothing.  Upon  the  facts  stated  in  this  case  I  have  no  doubt 
that  there  was  evidence  for  the  iury  ;  and  the  question  was  pro- 
perly left  to  them.  The  jury  here  found  that  the  prisoner  did 
Know  the  coins  to  be  false  and  intended  to  utter  them ;  and  I  agree 
with  them  in  that  verdict.  The  prisoner  is  found  in  possession  of 
four  spurious  crown  pieces  of  the  same  date  and  mould;  thir- 
teen spurious  half-crowns  of  the  same  date;  and  fourteen 
spurious  shillings  of  the  same  date  and  mould,  all  wrapped  in 
separate  pieces  of  paper,  to  prevent  them  from  rubbing  against  one 
another.  Hqw  could  he  have  them  without  knowing  that  they 
were  false  ?  and  for  what  purpose  could  he  have  them  but  to  utter 
them? 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  my  brother  Maule 
did  decide  as  is  suggested  in  the  case,  that  decision  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. It  is  contrary  to  several  authorities,  and  especially  B.  y. 
Fuller  (Bh.  &  By.  308),  which  are  cited  in  1  Buss.,  on  Crimes,  p.  48, 
where  it  is  correctly  stated  that  the  having  a  large  quantity  of 
counterfeit  coin  in  possession  under  suspicious  circumstances,  and 
unaccounted  for,  appears  to  have  been  considered  as  evidence  of 
having  procured  it  with  intent  to  utter  it  as  good.  Here  the  sus- 
picious circumstances  were  abundantly  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
jury  in  finding  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  the  conviction,  therefore^ 
must  be  affirmed. 
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Cbs88WSLl»  J. — There  ia  the  additional  circmnstaDce  that  the  ^■®* 

Bporious  coins  were  found  in  different  pockets  of  his  dress,  if  any-  jab^s. 

thing  more  were  necessary  than  the  large  quantity  and  tixe  wrap-        

ping  up  of  each  piece.  1855. 

W lOHTMAN,  J.,  and  Willbs,  J.,  concurred  Pos^^Hh^  of 

Conviction  affirmed.         eomoerfut  com 

MKent  to  lifter. 


COUBT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
January  19^  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Aldebson,  B.,  Colbbidgb,  Williams, 

and  WiLLES,  JJ-) 

Beg.  v.  Austen  and  Anotheb.  {a) 

Evidence — AdmtssUnUiy  ofdepodtian — Foreign  witness  absent  abroad. 

Upon  a  tried  for  feUmy  His  no  ground  for  receiving  in  evidence  a  deposi- 
tion taken  before  the  committing  magistrate  that  the  witness  is  a 
foreigner  and  absent  in  a  foreign  country. 

THE  following  case  was  reseryed  by  Mr.  Bodkin. 
Joseph  Austen  and  John   Turner  were  tried  before  me, 
acting  as  Assistant-Judge  at  a  sessions  for  the  County  of  Middlesex 
on  the  I4th  day  of  August,  1855,  for  stealing  various  articles,  the 
property  of  William  Doodt. 

The  charge  was  fully  established  against  them ;  they  were  found 
guilty,  and  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  for  six  years. 

They  were  ordered  to  remain  in  prison,  but  the  execution  of 
the  judgment  was  respited  until  the  opinion  of  the  Criminal  Court 
of  Appeal  could  be  obtained  upon  the  following  facts : 

William  Doodt  not  being  in  attendance  to  prove  that  the  stolen 
property  was  rightly  stated  to  belong  to  him,  it  was  proposed  to 
read  his  deposition  taken  before  the  committing  magistrate  as 
evidence  of  that  fact 

The  deposition  had  been  duly  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  pri- 
•cmers,  who  had  the  opportunity  of  cros9-examination,  and  it  was 
satisfactorily  proved  that  WiUiftm  Doodt  was  not  absent  with  any 
intention  of  defeating  justice,  but  that  being  a  foreigner,  serving 
on  board  a  foreign  vessel  at  the  time  the  property  was  stolen,  he 
had,  since  the  committal  of  the  prisoners,  returned  to  his  own 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bittlbstor,  Esq.,  Barrister- at-Law. 
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^^'       country,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was  residing  in  a  foreign 

AusTBN  AND  kingdom.    It  was  contended,  that  although  this  cause  of  absence 

Anothbb.     was  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c42,  s.  17,  the 

1856        Above  facts  made  the  deposition  receivable  independently  of  that 

statute,  and  considering  it  desirable  to  have  the  point  settled,  I 

Evidence^    received  the  evidence.    I  have  now  to  submit  to  the  Justices  of 
^^??'*'*^  ^-^  either  Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  whether  such  reception 

wineu  absent  •    ■  . 

oftrood      was  nght 

This  case  was  first  argued  on  the  24th  November,  before  Jervis, 
C.J.,  Parke,  B.,  Wightman,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  and  Willes,  J.,  but 
the  argument  was  not  then  concluded,  and  the  case  was  now 
re-argued  by  the  same  counseL  The  substance  of  both  arguments 
is  embodied  in  the  following  report. 

Metcalfe,  for  the  prisoner. — The  deposition  was  inadmissible ;  for 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  witness  was  either  dead  or  so  ill  as 
not  to  be  able  to  travel ;  and  those  are  the  only  cases  in  which  the 
statute  11  &  12  Vict,  c  42,  s.  17,  provides  for  the  admission  of  the 
deposition. 

Parke,  B. — The  statute  mentions  those  two  cases,  but  it  does 
not  necessarily  exclude  all  others,  (b) 

Metcalfe. — It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  Legislature  in- 
tended to  exclude  all  others  by  mentioning  only  two.  But  even 
before  the  statute  of  11  &  12  Vict  c.42,  the  deoosition  would  not 
have  been  receivable  under  the  circumstances  here  stated.  It  is 
no  more  than  a  case  of  temporary  absence,  which  might  be  a 
ground  for  postponing  the  trial,  but  is  no  ground  for  receiving  the 
deposition  in  evidence. 

Cbomptok,  J. — It  has  been  held  that  the  deposition  of  a 
witness  who  had  gone  to  sea  since  his  examination  could  not  be 
received. 

Metcalfe. — In  iJ.  v.  Hagan  (8  Car.  &  P.  167);  where,  however^ 
it  was  received  by  consent.  And  in  jR.  v.  Savage  (5  Car.  &  P.  143), 
where  the  prosecutrix  was  so  near  her  confinement  as  to  be  unable 
to  travel,  her  deposition  was  tendered  in  evidence ;  and  1  Hale, 
586,  and  Kelyng,  55,  were  cited ;  but  Patteson,  J.,  said,  *^  That 
has  been  doubted  by  Mr.  Starkie  (2  Stark.  Evid.  276),  and  I  think 
the  evidence  is  not  admissible."  Therefore,  neither  at  common  law 
nor  under  the  statute  was  the  deposition  in  this  case  admissible^ 
and  the  conviction  must  be  reversed. 

Caarieriy  for  the  prosecution. — This  deposition  was  admissible 
upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  the  statute  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  does  not  render  inadmissible  any  deposition  which 
was  previously  admissible.  At  common  law  it  was  laid  down  in 
an  ATwnymous  case  in  Godbolt,  326,  that  the  deposition  of  a  witness 
in  an  English  court,  in  a  cause  betwixt  the  same  parties,  may  be 
read  to  the  jury,  ''so  as  the  party  make  oath  that  he  did  his 

(6)  See  iZ.  ▼.  Scaift,  20  L.  J.  229,  M.  C. ;  where  it  was  held  that  sinoe  the  sUtnte,  the 
deposition  would  he  adioisRible  if  the  witness  was  kept  away  by  the  procurement  of  the  prisoner, 
but  that  it  was  not  admissible  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  after  diligent  search 
could  not  be  found. 
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endeayoor  to  find  his  witness,  bnt  that  he  could  not  see  him  nor       Bbo. 
hear  of  him ;"  and  that  is  cited  as  law  in  1  Stark.  Evid.  265,  and  austbii  ahd 
I  Taylor  on  Evidence,  s.  349 ;  but  Taylor  adds,  that  ^*  in  criminal    Anothbb. 

proceedings  it  would  seem  that  a  similar  latitude  is  not  aUowable,"       

referring  to  Lard  Marietta  case  (KeL  56 ;  6  How.  Sta.  Tri.  771.^       ]^' 
HoweTcr,  the  rules  of  evidence  are  the  same  in  civil  and  in  criminal    Evidence^ 
ctses.    (Per  Abbott,  J.,  in  A  v.  WaUm,  2  Stark.  R  155.)  ^^^''''''^^^2^ 

PoiJXX}K,  C.B. — Thegeneral  rules  are  the  same,  but  there  are  *"*X„^i 
particular  exceptions.     Tae  examination  of  a  prisoner  would  not 
06  admissible  against  him  in  a  criminal  case,  unless,  in  the  mode  of 
taking  it,  the  statutory  requisites  were  complied  with ;  but  in  a 
civil  case  it  would. 

Caarten. — The  authorities,  however,  are  not  confined  to  civil 
oises,  for  even  in  criminal  cases  Lord  Hale  (1  Hale,  305 ;  2  Hale, 
52)  lavs  it  down  that  the  deposition  may  be  given  in  evidence  if 
the  witness  is  prevented  from  attending  by  sickness,  or  is  unable 
to  traveL     (He  also  referred  to  1  Chitt.  Cr.  Law,  586.) 

Williams,  J. — But  Mr.  Greaves,  in  his  edition  of  Russell  on 
Crimes  (voL  2,  p.  889),  considers  tlubt  not  to  be  law,  and  refers 
to  R.  Y.  Savage  (5  Car.  &  P.  143),  and  K  v.  Osbom  (7  Car.  &  P. 
799),  as  well  as  to  the  observations  of  Mr.  Starkie :  (2  Stark.  Evid. 
276.) 

Caarten. — The  older  authorities,  however,  certainly  support  the 
proposition ;  and  in  Lord  Altham  v.  The  Earl  ofAnqlesey  (Gilb.  Eq. 
Gas.  16 ;  Sep.  temp.  Holt,  736),  it  was  held  that  where  the  witness 
resides  in  a  phce  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  his  deposi- 
tion may  be  read.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  at  common  law  the 
deposition  was  admissible  in  all  these  cases :  the  death  of  the  wit- 
ness, his  permanent  or  even  his  temporary  illness,  his  absence 
beyond  the  jurisdiction,  and  his  being  kept  away  by  the  procure- 
ment of  the  prisoner. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — It  would  be  contrary  to  the  inveterate  prac- 
tice of  many  years  growth  to  receive  a  deposition  merely  on  the 
ground  of  the  absence  of  the  witness  from  any  cause  which  might 
be  merely  temporary.    If  the  witness  is  dead  the  case  is  clear. 

Aldebson,  B. — Or  kept  away  by  the  prisoner,  or  permanently 
insane. 

Williams,  J. — Or,  as  is  said  in  Russell  on  Crimes,  p.  889,  ^'  If 
there  be  a  permanent  inability  to  attend;  as,  if  the  witness  be  so  ill 
that  there  is  no  probability  that  he  will  ever  be  able  to  attend." 

Caarteru — If  a  witness  is  absent  in  a  foreign  country  he  is  dead 
for  all  purposes  of  evidence,  just  as  in  Godbolt,  326,  it  is  said,  *^  If 
a  party  cannot  find  a  witness,  then  he  is,  as  it  were,  dead  unto 
him." 

Aldesson,  B. — Then  if  a  witness  is  absent  in  Scotland  or  Ire- 
land he  is  to  be  considered  dead  in  law  ? 

Caarien. — If  an  attesting  witness  was  resident  in  Ireland  his 
handwriting  might  be  proved  as  if  he  were  dead,  (c) 

(e)  Hodnett  t.  Forman^  1  Stark.  90,  per  Lord  Ellenborongh ;  Doe  ▼.  Captrlon^  9  Car.  & 
P.  112,  per  AldersoDi  B. 
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fiBo.  Aldebson,  B. — Ib  there  any  case  in  which  inability  to  attend 

AuBTBN  AiTD  **  *^®  momcnt  of  the  trial  has  been  held  sufficient  to  let  in  the 

Another,    deposition  ?    In  this  case,  for  all  that  appears,  the  witness  may  be 

in  Calais,  and  if  any  efforts  had  been  made  to  obtain  his  attendance 

they  might  have  been  snccessfuL 

Evidene&-^        Ccuzrten. — It  is  found  that  he  was  not  absent  with  any  intent  to 
D^tithnof  defeat  justice. 

^"'^'^X^^  Aldbrson,  B.— That  renders  it  more  probable  that  his  attend- 
ance might  have  been  secured  if  proper  exertions  had  been  made. 
The  only  ground  in  this  case  i%  that  the  witness  was  not  subject  to 
the  process  of  Bubp<Bna ;  but  that  is  not  enough.  In  Boyk  t» 
Wiseman  (24  L.J.  160,  Exch.)  it  was  never  suggested  that  that 
alone  would  be  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence. 

Caarten. — ^In  R.  v.  Hagan  it  certainly  was  done  by  copsent,  but 
if  it  had  been  considered  contrary  to  any  stict  rule  of  law  it  would 
not  have  been  permitted  even  with  consent ;  and  in  BuUer's  Nisi 
Prius,  242,  it  IS  said«  ^^  If  the  witnesses  examined  on  a  coroner's 
inquest  be  dead  or  beyond  sea  their  depositions  may  be  read." 

Coleridge,  J. — In  B.  v.  Hctgan  the  judge  ruled  that  without 
consent  it  could  not  be  done,  but  that  with  consent  it  might ;  and 
there  the  prisoner  was  aUowed  to  give  in  evidence  the  deposition 
of  the  witness  because  the  Crown  consented. 

Caar^^.— The  question  is  one  of  considerable  importance,  as  the 
ends  of  justice  may  often  be  defeated  if  under  such  circumstances 
a  deposition  cannot  be  read. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  more  important  the  question  the  more 
insuperable  is  the  objection  which  arises  from  the  inveterate  prac-^ 
tice  of  not  receiving  depositions  under  such  circumstances. 

Caarten. — The  principle  upon  which  the  admissibility  of  a  depo- 
sition in  any  case  rests  is,  that  the  party  produces  the  best  evidence 
of  which  the  case  is  capable,  and  that  principle  applies  to  the 
present  instance.  Where  the  witness  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  those  who  require  his  evidence  are  not  responsible  for 
his  absence,  and  they  may  supply  the  evidence  in  the  best  way 
they  can. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  deposition  was 
inadmissible.  The  statute  points  out  two  cases  in  which  the  de- 
position may  be  received,  and  this  is  not  either  of  them.  It  is 
impossible  by  any  forced  construction  to  bring  this  case  within 
the  statute.  Independently  of  the  statute,  the  reception  of  the 
deposition  was  contrary  to  the  inveterate  practice  of  the  judges^  and 
that  practice  confirmed  by  at  least  one  decided  case. 

AxDERSON,  B.,  concurred. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  wish  not  to  be  understood  as  expressing  an 
opinion,  that  the  statute  limits  the  admissibility  of  depositions  to 
the  two  cases  there  mentioned.  There  may  be  several  others  in 
which,  according  to  the  old  rule  of  the  common  law,  the  deposition 
may  be  receivable ;  but  in  this  case  the  facts  take  the  case  out  of 
the  rule  altogether.  It  is  not  even  shown  that  the  attendance  of 
the  witness  might  not  easily  have  been  obtained.   On  the  contrary^ 
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it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  statement  in  this  case^  that  the        ^^^ 
witness  may  have  been  no  further  off  than  in  Scotland,  just  on  the  Au0Tmr_ 
other  side  of  the  border,  within  hail,  and  quite  ready  to  come,  if    Anotheb. 
called.  •  — - 

Williams,  J.  concorred.  ^ 

WiLLES,  J. — At  common  law,  the  practice  of  admitting  deposi-  Evidette&-- 
tions  in  the  absence  of  the  witnesses  seems  to  have  been  very  exten-  l>fpontioik  rf 
BiTely  exercised ;  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  necessary  to  look  ^"^^^^^^.^^^ 
for  some  broader  ground  than  has  been  suggested  for  the  decbion  of 
this  case.  The  distinction  appears  to  me  to  be  this — between  the 
cases  in  which  the  deposition  is  taken  for  the  purpose  of  being  used 
in  evidence  on  the  trial,  if  the  witness  is  absent ;  and  the  cases  in 
which  it  is  taken  in  the  course  of  a  preliminary  investigation,  in 
order  only  to  ascertain  whether  the  case  ought  to  be  submitted  to 
further  judicial  inquiry.  In  the  former  case  much  greater  latitude 
is  allowed  than  in  the  latter  ;  but  in  the  latter,  the  deposition  is 
not  receivable  in  evidence  if  there  is  any  possibility  of  procuring 
the  oral  testimony.  That  reconciles  all  the  cases.  If  the  witness 
is  dead  or  permanentlv  disabled  from  attending  it  is  admissible 
even  at  common  law ;  but,  in  the  present  case,  there  are  no  facts 
which  bring  it  within  the  rule  of  the  common  law  or  the  words  of 
the  statute. 

Ald£B60N,  B. — I  must  say,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  rule  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  depositions  in  lieu  of  the  oral  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  ought  to  be  carefully  and  rigidly  limited ;  for  the  same 
rale  which  is  laid  down  as  to  depositions  taken  by  magistrates  when 
the  accased  is  present,  and  has  the  opportunity  of  cross-examination, 
will  apply  also  to  depositions  taken  by  coroners  in  the  absence  of 
the  accused.  I  doubt  much  whether  the  practice  ought  not  to  be 
strictly  confined  to  the  cases  specified  in  the  statute. 

Conviction  qiuuhecL 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
Jwmary  26,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Mabtin,  B.,  Coleridge,  Cresswell, 

and  Williams,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  John  Moah.  {a) 

Embezzlemene  by  receiver  of  ttzxea — Siat  2  JVill.  4,  e.  4r^Evidence—^ 

Genercd  deficiency  in  accounis. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  under  2  JVill.  4,  c  4,  s.  l,  charging  thai 
A;  being  entrusted  by  virtue  of  his  employment  in  the  public  service 
with  the  receipt  and  custody  of  certain  money^  the  property  of  the 
Croum^  did  fraudulendy  and  feloniously  apply  the  same  to  his  own 
use^  it  was  proved  that  A,,  being  a  receiver  of  taxes,  had  kept  in  hie 
own  hands  a  balance  very  much  exceeding  that  which  he  was  allowed 
to  retain  ;  and  upon  being  ashed  whether  he  was  prepared  to  pay  over 
that  balance  or  any  part  of  it,  he  replied  that  he  was  not  He  was 
then  reminded  that  there  w€U  a  balance  of  excise  duties  (done  of  about 
SOOL  standing  against  him  from  the  previous  Monday,  which  was  a 
receipt  day  at  a  particular  place  in  his  district.  He  then  produced 
255L,  and  said  that  was  all  he  had  in  the  world;  and  that  the  rest  he 
had  spent  in  an  unfortunate  speculation  : 

Held,  that  upon  these  facts  there  was  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  a 
particular  sum  of  300/.  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  and  of  a  mis- 
application by  him  of  a  part  of  it;  and  that  in  this  ccue,  therefore,  the 
conviction  was  right,  even  if  evidence  of  a  general  deficiency  on  a 
balance  of  accounts  would  not  alone  have  supported  such  an  indict' 
ment, 

Quare,  whether  evidence  of  a  genercd  deficiency  on  a  balance  of  accounts 
is  sufficient  to  sustain  an  ordinary  indictment  for  embezzlement  under 
7*8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  *.  47. 

rpHE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Cresswell,  J. : — 
-i-      The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Chester  Gbu)I 
Delivery,  on  an  indictment  which  contained  two  counts.     The 
second,  upon  which  alone  he  was  found  guilty,  was  as  follows: 
''And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 

S resent  that  the  said  John  Moah  afterwards,  and  within  six  calen- 
ar  months  from  the  time  of  committing  the  said  offence  in  the  first 
count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of 

(a)  Beported  by  A  Bittlbstok,  Esq.,  B«rriflter-at-Law. 
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September,  in  the  year  aforesidd,  being  then  employed  in  the  public       Beo. 
service  of  our  Liady  the  Queen,  and  entrusted  by  virtue  of  such         '^' 
employment  with  the  receipt  and  custody  of  money,  the  property        J^tf* 
of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  did  by  virtue  of  his  said  employment,  and        1856. 
whilst  he  was  so  employed  as  aforesaid,  receive  and  have  in  his  rjL-iZI&Lw* 
possession,  and  was  entrusted  with  certain  money,  the  property  of  _£ejd^M»e^ 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  five  tbousand      General 
pounds,  for  and  on  account  of  the  public  service  of  our  Lady  the    ^fi^*^*^  *» 
Queen,  and  the  said  money  then  fraudulently  and  feloniously  did 
^ply  to  his  own  use  and  benefit.    And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid^  do  say  that  the  said  John  Moah,  in 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  the  said  last-mentioned  money,  being 
the  property  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  from  our  Lady  the  Queen 
feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of 
oar  Lady  the  Queen  her  Crown  and  dignity.'' 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  had  for  several  years  been  an 

officer  of  receipt  of  inland  revenue  for  the  Chester  district.  In  that 

capacity  he  received  income  tax,  land,  and  assessed  taxes,  and  duties 

of  excise.    On  each  of  these  accounts,  he  was  allowed  by  the  Board 

of  Inland  Revenue  to  retain  in  his  hands  a  balance  of  one  hundred 

pounds  to  meet  contingent  expenses.     There  were  two  inspectors 

of  taxes  for  difierent  portions  of  the  prisoner's  district,  and  it  was 

bis  duty  to  send  them  returns  showing  the  amounts  received  and 

remitt^  by  him,  and  the  balance  remaining  in  his  hands.  According 

to  the  accounts  so  rendered  by  the  prisoner  in  the  months  of  July 

and  August,  1855,  the  balance  remaining  in  his  hands  under  each 

head  much  exceeded  what  he  was  allowed  to  retain,  and  in  the 

month  of  September  the  balance,  in  the  whole,  amounted  to  more 

than  fiye  thousand  pounds.  On  the  13th  of  that  month,  the  general 

surveyor  of  inland  revenue  came  to  Chester,  and  after  examining 

the  revenue  accounts,  had  an  interview  with  him,  and  produced  to 

him  a  statement  extracted  from  his  own  accounts,  making  the 

balance  in  his  hands  five  thousand  two  hundred  and  fourteen 

pounds  and  a  fraction.     He  said  he  knew  the  balance  was  about 

that  sum,  as  he  had  gone  through  the  accounts  a  few  days  before. 

The  surveyor  then  adced  him  if  ne  was  prepared  to  hand  over  that 

faalanoe  or  any  part  of  it.   He  said  he  was  not.   The  surveyor  then 

reminded  him  tnat  there  was  a  balance  of  excise  duties  alone  of 

about  three  hundred  pounds  standing  against  him  from  the  previous 

Monday,  which  was  a  receipt  day  at  Tarporley.   The  prisoner  then 

Uxk  out  two  hundred  and  fifty-  five  pounds  in  Bank  of  England  notes, 

a  cheque  for  twenty-five  pounds  eight  shillings  and  fourpence,  and 

a  money  order  of  fourteen  shillings,  and  said  that  was  all  the  money 

he  had  in  the  world.  The  surveyor  asked  him  what  he  had  done  with 

all  the  rest,  he  said  he  had  spent  it  in  an  unfortunate  speculation. 

On  behalf  of  the  prisoner  it  was  objected  that,  inasmuch  as  no 
evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  of  the  receipt  and  mis- 
appKcation  of  any  particular  sum,  he  could  not  be  convicted  under 
the  2  Will.  4,  c.  4. 
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I  would  not,  on  that  grouiid»  direct  an  acquittal,  but  left  the 

*-^       case  to  the  jury,  who  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  offence 

alleged  in  the  second  count,  and  I  have  now  to  request  the  opimon 

1856.        of  this  court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the 

conviction. 

The  prisoner  in  the  mean  time  remains  in  custody. 

Gmerai  Ballantine  {Giffard  with  him)  for  the  prisoner. — The  second 

^ti^icimcjf  m  count  of  this  indictment  is  framed  upon  the  words  of  the  stat. 
''^''"•^  2  WilL  4,  c.  4,  s.  1  (4),  which  differ  slightly  from  the  words  of 
stat  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  which  is  the  general  act  against 
embezzlement;  but  the  difference  was  introduced  probablv  to 
meet  the  difficidty  arising  from  the  cases  in  which  it  had  been 
held,  that  there  must  be  a  denial  of  the  reodpt  of  the  money,  or 
some  false  account,  in  order  to  constitute  embezzlement  The 
present  case,  however,  may  be  treated  for  the  purpose  of  this 
argument  as  an  ordinary  case  of  embezzlement  Now,  in  all 
eases  of  embezzlement,  the  real  offence  chained  is  larceny,  and 
the  effect  of  the  statute  only  is  to  get  rid  of  the  necessity  of 
proving  one  of  the  ingredients  essential  to  larcenv  at  common  law, 
viz.  that  the  property  had  come  into  the  hands  of  the  master;  with 
that  exception,  the  servant  must  be  shown  to  have  stolen  his 
master's  money  or  goods  in  the  same  way  as  upon  an  indictment 
for  larceny;  and,  indeed,  the  statutes  and  the  indictment  describe 
the  offence  as  larceny.  But  larceny  can  only  be  committed  in 
respect  of  something  tangible,  some  chattel  which  is  capable  of 
being  *^  taken  and  carried  away."  No  man  can  steal  that  which 
is  merely  imaginary,  a  mental  result  from  a  certain  combination 
of  figures;  and  upon  that  ground  the  present  conviction  cannot 
be  sustained.  The  evidence  shows  a  general  deficiency  in  the 
prisoner's  accounts,  that  is  to  say,  he  has  received,  at  various  times, 
sums  amounting  to  a  certain  aggregate  sum;  and  he  has  duly 
accounted  for  part  only  of  that  aggregate  sum.  That  result  is 
arrived  at  by  a  calculation;  but  it  is  not  represented  by  any 
tangible  thing  which  can  be  the  subject  of  larceny. 

Coleridge,  J. — ^You  do  not  mean  that  the  misapplication  of 
any  particular  coin  need  be  shown. 

Ballantine, — I  should  contend  that  that  was  necessary,  but  for 
the  special  statutory  provisions  which  have  dispensed  with  that 
necessity :  (7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  s.  48 ;  2  Will.  4,  c.  4,  s.  3  (c),  and 
14  &  15  Vict  c.  100,  s.  18.) 

(()  2  Will.  4,  c  4,  8.  1 :  **  If  aoj  person  emplojed  in  the  pabtio  serrioo  of  His  Maj«Bt]r, 
'Snd  entrusted  by  virtne  of  sncb  employment  with  the  receipt,  custody,  muuigeraent,  or  control, 
of  any  chattel,  money,  or  valuable  security,  shall  embezzle  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  or  in 
any  manner  fraudulently  apply  or  dispose  of  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  to  his  own  use  or 
bene&t,  or  for  any  purpose  wbataoerer,  except  for  the  public  service,  every  mch  offender  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  stolen  the  same,  and  shall  in  England  and  Ireland  be  deemed  guilty  of 
felony,  and  in  Scotland  of  a  high  crime  and  offence ;  and  on  being  thereof  convicted  in  due  form 
of  law,  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  tor  any 
term  not  exceeding  fourteen  years,  nor  less  than  seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned,"  &c. 

(e)  Sect  8 :  **  That  it  shall  be  kwful  to  charge  in  the  indictment  to  be  preferred  against 
any  ofiender  under  this  act,  and  to  proceed  against  him  for  any  number  of  distinct  acts  of 
embezzlement  or  fraudulent  application  or  disposition  as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  three,  whidi 
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GoLEBiDQEy  J. — Then  it  is  found  in  this  case  that  the  surreyor 
Teminded  him  that  there  was  a  balance  of  excise  duties  alone  of 
about  300L  standing  against  him  from  the  previous  Monday,  which 

was  a  receipt  day  at  Tarporley.    Then  the  prisoner  produced  255t,       

and  said  that  was  all  he  had  in  the  world.  Does  not  that  show  EmbezzimeHt 
that  at  all  events  some  part  of  a  sum  of  300/.,  received  on  a  given  —Evidence— - 
day,  had  been  misapplied  by  him  ?  a^Moy' 

Ballantine, —  The  oalance  of  300^  would  consist  of  numerous     c^MiumLT 
items  received  from  different  people ;  and  the  prisoner  was  always 
entitled  to  retain  \00L  to  meet  contingent  expenses.    It  is  there- 
fore impossible,  upon  this  evidence,  to  point  out  any  particular 
Bom  of  money  received  by  the  prisoner  and  embezzled. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — You  say,  then,  that  if  a  servant  is  entitled  to 
keep  in  hand  IL  out  of  20L  which  he  receives  for  his  master,  he 
may  steal  the  whole  with  impunity. 

BaUanhne. — Not  if  the  transaction  can  be  traced;  but  where 
the  only  evidence  is  a  general  deficiency  in  the  accounts,  it  is 
impossible  to  point  to  any  particular  transaction  of  receipt  and 
misapplication.  If  evidence  of  a  general  deficiency  were  held  to 
be  sufficient,  the  prisoner  would  be  indirectly  deprived  of  certain 
rights  which  the  law  ^ves  him.  In  the  first  place,  he  would  have 
great  difficulty  in  maEing  out  a  plea  of  autrefois  convict  or  acquit 
Suppose  a  man  to  be  indicted  for  embezzling  a  larger  sum  of 
money,  and  to  be  convicted  upon  evidence  of  a  general  deficiency 
to  that  amount;  and  to  be  afterwards  indicted  for  embezzling 
several  particular  sums  of  smaller  amount,  what  means  would  he 
have  of  identifying  those  sums  with  any  portion  of  the  amount, 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  former  charge? 

Pollock,  C.  B. — He  would  plead,  generally,  that  he  had  been 
before  convicted  of  the  same  offence;  and  upon  the  trial,  I  do 
not  see  that  there  would  be  any  difficulty  in  showing  that  it  was 
the  same  offence ;  because  the  general  balance  upon  the  whole 
account  must  necessarily  include  all  the  particular  items. 

Ballantine. — Suppose  the  second  indictment  alleged  the  em- 
bealement  of  a  particular  cheque^  how  could  he  show  that  he 
had  been  before  convicted  of  embezzling  that?  It  may  be 
that  everything  is  included  in  the  general  balance;  but  then 
the  indictment  is  not  for  embezzling  a  general  balance,  but  for 
embezzling  certain  sums  of  money  received  by  virtue  of  the 
employment.     The  evidence  of  a  general  deficiency  is  used  to 


mj  have  been  committed  by  him  witbin  the  space  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  first  to  the 
iMt  of  such  acts ;  and  in  every  rach  indictment,  where  the  ofience  shall  relate  to  any  money  or 
my  TabaUe  secoiity,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  allege  the  embezzlement  or  fraudolent  application 
or  disposition  to  be  of  money,  without  specifying  any  particular  coin  or  valuable  security;  and 
such  allegation,  so  far  as  it  regards  the  disposition  of  the  property,  shall  be  sustained,  if  the 
sfcider  shall  be  proved  to  have  embeasled  any  amount,  although  the  particular  speoies  of  coin 
or  valuable  security,  of  which  such  amount  was  composed,  shall  not  be  proved,  or  if  he  shall  be 
proved  to  hare  embezzled  any  piece  of  coin  or  any  valuable  security  cv  any  portion  of  the  value 
thereof,  although  such  piece  of  coin  or  valuable  security  may  have  been  delivered  to  him  in  order 
thst  some  part  of  the  Talue  thereof,  should  be  returned  to  the  party  delivering  the  same, 
sad  althoogfa  such  part  shall  have  been  returned  aooordingly.* 
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Bbo.       support  the  allegation  of  embezzling  particular  sums ;  and  there  can 
Moia.       ^  ^^  conviction,  unless  the  prisoner  is  found  guilty  of  embezzling 

some  particular  portions  of  the  general  balance.     That  being  so,  it 

1856.       would  in  very  many  cases  be  impossible  to  prove  that  the  prisoner 

EmbeaiemefU  ^^^  already  been  convicted  of  embezzling  the  very  same  sums. 

—Evideneo^      PoLLOCK,  C  B. — This  is  a  Statutory  offence ;  and  the  statute 

M^^'     ^^y^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  person  does  certain  things  he  shall  be  deemed  to 

^^^^    ha^e  stolen.    That  may  not  be  a  convenient  method  of  legislation ; 

but  the  question  here  is  whether  the  prisoner  has  done  those 

things.     And  has  he  not,  if  there  is  a  general  deficiency  in  his 

accounts  ? 

CoLERiDQE,  J. — Sect.  3  of  2  Will.  4,  c.  4,  provides  that  the 
form  of  indictment  may  be  general,  alleging  merely  the  fraudulent 
application  of  money,  and  that  it  shall  be  supported  by  proof  that 
tne  offender  has  embezzled  any  amount,  although  the  particular 
species  of  coin,  or  valuable  security,  of  which  that  amount  was 
composed,  should  not  be  proved,  or  by  proof  of  his  having  embezzled 
any  coin  or  security,  or  '^  any  portion  of  the  value  thereof,"  although 
a  portion  of  the  value  should  have  been  returnable,  and  returned 
to  the  party  from  whom  the  coin  or  security  was  received. 

Williams,  J. — Does  not  that  mean  that  if  he  received  5«.,  and 
had  to  return  one  to  the  customer;  and  then  embezzled  the  4jr.,  or 
any  part  of  it,  he  should  be  guilty  ? 

Ballantine. — It  has  no  further  operation  than  that.  But  there 
is  another  difficultv  in  the  way  of  this  conviction,  which  is  this^ 
that  the  general  deficiency  may  represent  any  indefinite  number 
of  distinct  embezzlements ;  and  the  law  will  not  permit  a  man  to 
be  put  upon  his  trial  for  a  vast  number  of  different  offences  at  the 
same  time. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  not  aware  that  there  is  any  rule  of  law 
against  it ;  but  it  is  no  doubt  the  practice  of  the  judges  not  to 
permit  a  prisoner  to  be  embarrassed  in  his  defence  by  a  multiplicity 
of  charges,  and  in  such  cases  to  require  the  prosecution  to  elect 

Ballantine, — And  that  practice  has  so  far  been  recognised  and 
acted  upon  by  the  Legislature,  that  special  provision  has  been 
made  for  including  in  one  indictment  ^^  any  number  of  distinct 
acts  of  embezzlement,  not  exceeding  three^  which  may  have  been 
committed  by  him  against  the  same  master  within  the  space 
of  six  calendar  months  from  the  first  to  the  last  of  such  acts ." 
(7  &  8  Greo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  48.)  There  is  a  similar  provision  in  s.  3 
of  2  Will  4,  c.  4;  and  now  as  to  larceny  also  in  14  &  15  Vict, 
c.  100,  8.  16.  But  notwithstanding  these  provisions,  if  a  charge 
of  embezzlement  may  be  proved  by  evidence  merely  of  a  general 
deficiency,  it  is  impossible  to  say  how  many  distinct  acts  of 
embezzlement  may  be  involved  in  the  charge. 

Williams,  J. — That  assumes  that  the  receipt  of  the  sum  is  the 
offence. 

BaUantine. — Not  that  the  receipt  is  the  offence,  but  that  the 
receipt  of  a  particular  sum  and  the  misappropriation  of  that  sum 
constitute  the  offence. 


aoemaits. 
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Coleridge,  J. — Suppose,  then,  that  the  prisoner  receives  various       Rbo. 
sums  of  money  from  man  j  different  persons,  and  puts  them  alto*  ^' 

gether  in  a  bag,  without  anj  means  of  afterwards  distinfTuishing  .fff ' 
diem  ;  you  saj,  that  if  he  takes  out  less  than  the  whole,  he  can-  1856. 
not  be  convicted  ?  f«a~7" 

BaUantine. — Yes.     It  would,  in  that  case,  be  impossible  to  say  _^^^^^ 
what  particular  sum  or  sums  received  by  virtue  of  his  employment      Gtnerai 
be  haa  embezzled.  deidencyin 

Cresswell,  J. — But  suppose  he  had  received  various  sums  from 
different  people  amounting  to  five  thousand  pounds,  and  he  paid 
the  whole  into  his  banker's,  together  with  five  thousand  pounds  of 
his  own  money,  and  afterwards  drew  out  the  whole  by  one  cheque, 
and  applied  it  to  bis  own  use. 

BalUmtme. — There  would  be  evidence  for  the  jury  in  that  case 
of  the  receipt  and  embezzlement  of  a  particular  sum. 

Crebswell,  J. — How  is  that  different  from  this  case,  where 
the  prisoner  says,  I  know  that  the  balance  is  about  five  thousand 
pounds,  and  I  have  misappropriated  it? 

Balbmtine. — The  difference  is,  that,  in  this  case,  the  total  receipts 
are  much  larger  than  the  amount  of  defalcation,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence applicable  to  any  particular  sum.  The  authorities  upon  this 
subject  are  few  and  not  satisfactory.  It  has  been  supposed  that  jR.  v. 
Gfioe  (I  Moa  C.  C.  447)  is  an  authority  for  the  position  that  an  in- 
dictment for  embezzlement  may  be  supported  by  proof  of  a  general 
deficiency  of  moneys  that  ought  to  be  forthcoming,  without  showing 
any  particular  sum  received  and  not  accounted  for;  but  there  was 
a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  judges  upon  that  case,  and  the 
conviction  was  ultimately  affirmed  by  a  majority  of  one  only.  It 
appears  also  that  it  was  decided  not  upon  the  general  principle,  but 
upon  the  special  facts  of  the  particular  case.  Mr.  Justice  Allan 
Park,  in  sentencing  the  prisoner  said,  that  the  judges  were  of 
opnion  that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  his  havmg  received 
certain  moneys  on  a  particular  day :  (7  Car.  &  P.  635.)  [Cress- 
well,  J. — The  case  reserved,  however,  expressly  states  that  par- 
ticular moneys  could  not  be  ascertained.]  At  all  events,  iZ.  v.  Grove 
has  not  been  generally  acted  upon  since. 

Cresswell,  J. — In  R.  v.  Lambert  (2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  309),  it 
was  acted  upon  by  my  brother  Erie. 

Ballantine.— In  R.  v.  Lloyd  Janes  (8  Car.  &  P.  288),  Alderson,  B. 
held  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  a  general  deficiency,  and  he 
stated  that  the  decision  in  IL  v.  Grove  turned  upon  the  special 
circumstances  of  that  case.  Again,  in  R.  v.  Chapman  (1  Car.  &  K. 
119),  Williams,  J.  laid  down  the  same  rule.  There  a  clerk,  whose 
duty  was  to  receive  moneys,  make  payments,  and  pay  over  balances, 
entered  in  his  book  a  sum  of  thirty-five  pounds  as  paid,  when,  in 
&ct  he  had  only  paid  twenty-five  pounds,  so  that  the  balance  which 
he  paid  over  to  his  master  was  ten  pounds  less  than  it  ought  to 
have  been.  But  the  learned  judge  asked  the  counsel  for  the  pro- 
secution whether  he  could  show  ^^  any  precise  sum  received  by  the 
prisoner  on  account  of  his  master,  and  the  whole  or  part  of  that 
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Beg.  very  Bum  appropriated  by  him  to  his  own  uses;"  and  upon  being 
MoAH        ^       ^^^^  there  was  no  evidence  of  that  kind,  he  added;    ^^in 

'       the  absence  of  such  evidence,  I  think  that  the  prosecution  cannot 

1856.  be  sustained ; "  and  he  directed  an  acquittal  xet,  that  learned 
Emb^uUmmt  J"^S®  t^^d  Grove,  and  was  one  of  the  majority  who  afterwards 
^Evidence—  affirmed  the  conviction.  Upon  principle,  therefore,  and  authority 
General  it  is  Submitted  that  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  cannot  be 
^fi^^'^^*^^  sustained  without  proof  of  the  receipt  of  some  particular  sum  of 
money,  and  of  the  misappropriation  of  that  sum  or  of  some  part  of  it, 
and  if  that  be  so  in  the  ordinary  case  of  embezzlement  it  is  equally 
so  in  the  case  of  an  indictment  founded  upon  the  statute  2  Will.  4, 
c.  4,  8.  1.  [Cress WELL,  J. — The  words  of  that  statute  are  more 
comprehensive  than  those  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  s.  47.  It  is  not 
easy  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  words,  that  if  any  person  having 
*^  the  management  or  control  of  any  money  "  shall  '*  m  any  manner 
fraudulently  apply  or  dispose  of  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  to  his 
own  use,''  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  stolen  the  same.  Suppose  that 
moneys  are  to  be  paid  into  the  account  of  a  receiver  for  a  particular 
district,  and  are  so  paid  in.  Then  he  has  the  control  and  manage- 
ment of  that  money,  but  if  he  draws  a  cheque  and  pays  it  away  for 
his  own  use,  would  it  be  necessary,  upon  an  indictment  under  this 
statute,  to  show  who  paid  it  in  ? 

Ballantine. — Probably  not,  but  then  it  must  be  shown  in  point 
of  fact,  that  he  had  in  his  control,  at  some  one  time,  a  particular 
amount  which  he  is  chained  with  embezzling. 

Cresswell,  J. — That  is  proved  in  this  case  by  the  prisoner's 
own  admission ;  which  left  no  doubt  that  on  the  Tarporley  receipt 
day  he  got  into  his  hands  a  lump  sum  of  three  hundred  pounds. 

Ballantine, — That  was  made  up  of  receipts  from  various  people, 
and  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the  other  moneys  which  he  had 
to  account  for.  It  forms  part  of  the  general  deficiency,  with  regard 
to  all  of  which  the  prisoner  says  that  he  had  lost  it  in  an  unfortunate 
speculation. 

fVehby  {Daoisan  with  him),  for  the  prosecution. — The  statute 
2  Will  4,  c.  4,  provides,  that  if  certain  things  concur,  the  person, 
with  respect  to  whom  they  concur,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  com- 
mitted larceny.  First,  he  must  be  employed  in  the  public  service 
of  Her  Majesty,  and  the  prisoner  was  so  employed.  Secondly,  he 
must  hav6  been  entrusted,  by  virtue  of  such  employment,  with  the 
receipt,  custody,  management,  or  control  of  some  chattel,  money,  or 
valuable  security,  and  the  prisoner  was  so  entrusted.  Lastly,  he 
must  fraudulently  apply  or  dispose  of  the  same  or  some  part  thereof 
to  his  own  use  or  to  some  other  purpose  than  the  public  service ; 
and  the  jury  have  found  that  he  did  fraudulently  apply  to  his  own 
use  a  sum  of  five  thousand  pounds  or  part  thereof.  The  only 
question  now  is,  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  support  that 
finding.  Now,  as  to  the  Tarporley  collection,  at  least,  the  case 
seems  quite  free  from  doubt  by  the  prisoner's  own  admission. 

(He  was  stopped.) 

Pollock,  0.  B. — I  believe  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  whatever 
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dfficalty  might  exist  as  to  the  general  question  which  has  been       ^k^- 
aigoed,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  the  evidence  with       moah. 

respect  to  the  sum  of  300Z.  clearly  brings  the  case  within  the       

statute.  The  case  finds  that,  after  some  conversation  about  the  ^^* 
amoant  of  the  general  balance  against  the  prisoner,  **  the  surveyor  Ef^^^i^meid 
then  reminded  him  that  there  was  a  balance  of  excise  duties  alone  —  Evidence^ 
of  about  300Z.  standing  against  him  from  the  previous  Monday,  jS^^- 
which  was  a  receipt  day  at  Tarporley.  The  prisoner  then  took  ;^12»!* 
out  2552.  in  Bank  of  England  notes,  a  cheque  for  25/.  8«.  4dL, 
and  a  money  order  for  145.,  and  said  that  was  all  the  money  he 
had  in  the  world.  The  surveyor  asked  him  what  he  had  done 
with  all  the  rest.  He  said  he  had  spent  it  in  an  unfortunate  specu- 
ktion  ;**  which  amounts  to  this,  that  he  had  received  a  certain 
flom  on  account  of  the  Crown  and  spent  it  in  an  unfortunate 
q>eenlation.  That  evidence,  I  think,  brings  the  case  within  the 
statute,  which  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  affording  the  utmost 
CMilities  for  punishing  persons  guilty  of  fraudulently  appropriating 
money  belonging  to  the  Crown,  but  entrusted  to  them  by  virtue 
of  their  emmoyment.  (The  learned  judge  read  the  words  of  the 
section*)  Now  it  appears  to  me  that  a  great  part  of  the  learned 
and  elaborate  argument  which  we  have  heard  upon  the  general 
qnestion  does  not  applv  to  this  case ;  because,  according  to  the 
kngoage  of  the  particular  statute  upon  which  this  indictment  is 
finmed,  whenever  any  public  servant  embezzles  ^'  or  fraudulently 
misapplies"  money  of  the  Crown,  with  the  control  of  which  he  is 
entrostedy  he  is  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  larceny ;  that  is,  he  may 
be  indicted  simply  for  larceny,  and  upon  that  indictment  the  facts 
may  be  proved  which  are  necessary  to  bring  him  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute.  We  must  give  effect  to  the  plain  meaning  of 
the  enactment,  although,  for  my  own  parf^  I  cannot  sa^  that  I 
approve  particularly  of  that  mode  of  legislation  whereby  it  is  pro- 
viaed  that  one  thing  shall  be  called  by  the  name  of  another ;  and 
giving  effect  to  the  enactment  we  must  see  whether  the  facts 
proved  make  out  the  substance  of  the  charge,  which  consists  in  the 
abuse  of  the  public  trust  and  the  misappropriation  of  the  public 
money.  If  they  do,  then  the  form  of  the  indictment  is  given  bv 
the  statute,  in  order  to  get  rid,  probably,  of  the  difficulty  which 
might  sometimes  be  experienced  in  stating  the  particular  mode  of 
receiving  the  money.  Now  here  the  evidence  is,  even  according  to 
the  prisoner's  own  statement,  that  on  a  particular  occasion  he  re- 
edved  300/.  of  the  public  money,  and  that  some  part  of  that  he 

3 plied  to  a  speculation  of  his  own.     That  being  so,  I  think  the 
ence  created  bv  the  statute  is  completely  made  out,  and  that  the 
conviction  must  be  affirmed. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  not  necessary 
in  this  case  to  go  into  the  general  question,  but  I  desire  not  to  be 
ooomdered  as  assenting  to  much  that  Mr.  Ballantine  has  urged  in 
tbe  course  of  hie  argument  upon  that  subject.  The  count,  upon 
which  the  prisoner  has  been  convicted,  after  stating  what  the 
Btatote  requires  as  to  his  employment  in  the  public  service,  and  his 

r2 
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Bbo.        being  entrusted  witb  the  public  money,  alleges  that  he  fraudulentlj 
^'  and  feloniously  did  apply  the  same  to  his  own  use ;  and  then  draws 

,2^'       the  conclusion  which  the  statute  warrants,  that  he  thereby  stole 
1856.        the  money.     Now  the  evidence  is,  that,  a  few  days  before  he  is 
""TV^   called  to  account,  he  had  received,  no  matter  from  how  many  dif- 
^Eovknco     ferent  people,  various  sums  amounting  to  three  hundred  pounds  at 
General      least.     Thosc  sums  formed  a  fund  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the 
<*eJ5j^^»^    Crown ;  and  that  fund  being  in  his  hands,  the  question  is,  whether 
he  has  fraudulently  applied  it  or  any  part  of  it  to  his  own  use.  Now 
he  produces  two  hundred  and  fifty-five  pounds,  and  it  is  not  material 
whether  that  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty-five  pounds  was  part  of 
the  three  hundred  pounds  or  not ;  because,  according  to  his  own 
statement,  the  rest,  which  must  include  part  or  all  of  the  three 
hundred  pounds,  he  had  spent  in  an  unfortunate  speculation.     It 
appears  to  me  to  be  just  the  same  as  if  he  had  received  three  hun- 
dred pounds  in  a  bag,  and  taken  out  some  part  of  it  for  his  own 
use,  and  if  that  is  not  a  receipt  of  a  particular  sum,  by  virtue  of 
his  employment,  and  a  fraudulent  appropriation  of  some  part  of 
that  sum,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  would  be.     Therefore  this  part 
of  the  evidence  alone  is  sufficient,  in  my  opinion^  to  support  the 
conviction. 

Cresswell,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  the 
indictment  is  clearly  sustained  by  the  evidence  as  to  the  sum  of 
three  hundred  pounds,  but  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  it  might  not 
also  be  sustained  by  the  evidence  as  to  the  five  thousand  pounds 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  decide  the  latter  point ;  and  upon 
that  there  are  some  authorities  which  it  seems  difficult  to  reconcile. 
In  J?.  V.  Grove^  under  somewhat  similar  circumstances,  a  convic- 
tion was  sustained  by  a  majority  of  eight  judges  to  seven;  but  in  a 
subsequent  case,  that  decision  was  not  followed,  and  was  said  to 
have  proceeded  upon  some  special  facts.  R.  v.  Lambert,  however, 
cannot  be  distinguished  from  this  case,  and  there  my  brother  Erie 
held,  that  evidence  of  a  general  deficiency  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  an  indictment  foO*  embezzlement.  As  at  present  advised, 
I  should  say  that  if  the  prisoner  is  shown,  by  his  own  accounts,  to 
have  a  balance  in  hand  of  five  thousand  pounds  due  to  the  Crown, 
and  he  makes  no  attempt  to  explain  it  on  the  ground  of  mistake 
or  loss  of  the  money,  but  merely  says  that  he  has  spent  it  for  his  own 
purposes,  he  may  upon  that  evidence  be  convicted  of  embezzling 
the  money;  and  that  having  been  once  indicted  for  embesosling 
the  whole  amount,  and  either  convicted  or  acquitted,  he  never 
could  be  indicted  again  for  embezzling  any  part  of  it.  I  merely 
throw  this  out,  however,  as  showing  my  grounds  for  saying  that  I 
am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  this  indictment  might  not  have  been 
sustained  as  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  prisoner's  deficiency. 

Williams,  J. — I  was  anxious  to  have  decided  the  general 
question,  but  there  are  circumstances  in  this  case  which  make  it 
our  duty  to  decide  it  on  a  narrower  ground,  and  it  is  unnecessary, 
therefore,  to  overrule  or  qualify  any  former  decisions.  Here  it 
appears  that  the  prisoner  was  entrusted  with  the  receipt  and  custody 
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of  three  hundred  pounds  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  and  that  he       Bbq. 
irradalentlj  applied  part  of  it  to  his  own  use.     There  is  a  specific       j^Jj^ 

transaction  pointed  at,  as  to  which  the  case  is  free  from  all  objection.        ' 

Martin,  B. — This  is  an  indictment  framed  upon  section  I  of       ib56. 
2  WilL  4,  c.  4,  and  the  true  mode  of  ascertaining  whether  the  £,„5^^^i„^„( 
offence  in  question  has  been  committed,  is  to  look  at  the  language  —EtndenM— 
of  the  statute,  and  see  whether  the  facts  proved  bring  the  case      General 
within  that  language.     If  there  have  been  decisions  of  the  courts    ^^^^^^ 
npon  the  statute,  we  are  bound  hy  those  decisions ;  but  I  protest 
against  the  idea  that  a  number  of  cases  decided  years  before  upon 
another  statute,  can  be  any  guide  to  us  in  interpreting  the  particular 
itatute  before  us.    Now  what  are  the  words  of  this  statute?    (His 
Lordship  read  the  section.)    Was  this  person  employed  in  the 
public  service  of  the  Queen  ?    He  was.     Was  he,  by  virtue  of  that 
employment,  entrusted  with  the  receipt,  custody,  or  control  of  money? 
There  is  no  question  that  he  had  the  whole  of  the  money.  Then  did 
he  fraudulently  apply  it  or  any  part  of  it  to  his  own  use  ?  There  is 
bis  own  statement,  that,  excepting  two  hundred  and  fifty -five 
pounds,  he  had  spent  it  in  an  unfortunate  speculation.     The  case 
then  is  clearly  within  the  statute,  and  if  there  is  anything  in  the 
cases,  which  were  decided  before  the  statute  passed,  inconsistent 
with  that  conclusion,  then  £  should  say  that  the  statute  was  passed 
to  get  rid  of  those  cases.     The  Legislature  has  declared  what  the 
offence  shall  be,  and  we  must  give  effect  to  that  declaration.    The 
previous  cases,  as  it  appears  to  me,  throw  no  great  light  upon  it ;  but 
die  enactment  itself  strictly  applies  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  2%  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C^B.,  Mabtin,  B.,  Coleridge,  Cbesswell^ 

and  WiLLLAJis,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  James  Jessup.  (a) 

False  pretences — False  answers  given  by  a  recrwt  on  enUstmeni  into  the 

militia — Mutiny  Act 

In  answer  to  questions  contained  in  the  form  of  attestations  for  militia 
volunteers  issued  by  the  War  Office^  a  recruit  answered  that  he  did 
not  belong  to  nor  had  been  enrolled  in  any  other  corps  ofmilitia,  and 
that  he  did  not  belong  to  nor  had  served  in  Her  Majesty's  army ; 
whereas,  in  truth,  he  had  previously  been  enrolled  in  another  corps  of 
militia  : 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  upon  an  indictment  framed  under 
sect.  57  of  the  Mutiny  Act  (18  ^  19  Vtct  c,  11),  as  the  forms  in  the 
schedule  to  that  act  contained  no  such  question  as  had  been  put  to  the 
prisoner  respecting  his  previous  enrolment  in  the  militia  ;  and  as  his 
negative  answer  to  the  question  whether  he  had  served  in  the  army, 
could  not  be  considered  toilfuUy  false, 

'l^HE  following  case  was  reserved  by  the  Recorder  of  Canter- 
JL    bury : — 

The  prisoner  was  tried  and  cohvicted  before  me  at  the  Quarter 
Sessions  for  the  city  of  Canterbury,  holden  on  the  3l8t  day  of 
December,  1855,  upon  an  indictment  for  misdemeanor  which 
contained  three  counts.  The  first  count  was  framed  upon  that 
portion  of  the  57th  section  of  the  Mutiny  Act,  18  &  19  Vict  ell, 
which  provides  that  any  recruit  who  shall  designedly  make  any 
false  representation  of  any  particular  contained  in  the  oaths 
and  certificates  in  the  schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  before  the 
justice  at  the  time  of  his  attestation,  and  shall  obtain  any  enlisting 
money  or  bounty  for  entering  into  Her  Majesty's  service,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29.  The 
second  count  was  framed  on  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  and 
charged  in  substance  that  James  Jessup  being  a  recruit,  and  before 

(a)  Rejwrted  by  A.  BlTTLfiSTON,  Esq.,  fiarrister-at-Law. 
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being  attested  to  serve  in  the  Kent  Artillery  Militia  unlawiiilly,        Reo. 
knowingly,  and  designedly  did  falsely  pretend  to  James  O'Niell      j^J^yp 

that  he  Jessup  had  not  been  enrolled  in  any  other  corps  of  militia,        ' 

by  means  of  which  false  pretence  he  obtained  from  O'Niell  the  sum        1856. 
of  10#.,  the  property  of  O'Niell,  with  intent  to  defraud,  whereas  ^^^^     J"^^^ 
Jessup  had,  prior  to  the  making  of  the  said  false  pretence,  been  -.Attestation of 
enrolled  in  the  West  Kent  Militia.     The  third  count  was  similar  mUUia  recruit, 
to  the  second,  except  in  stating  the  false  pretence  to  have  been 
made  to  John   Henrv  Hay  Buxton.     Upon  the  part  of   the 

trosecation  a  printed  form  supplied  by  the  War  Office,  and 
eaded  ''Attestations  for  Militia  Volunteers,'*  was  proved  and 
read.  It  contained  several  questions,  all  of  which  were  asked  of 
the  prisoner  at  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  with  his  answers ;  a 
copy  of  the  form  is  annexed  to  the  case  with  the  answers  of  the 
prisoner  to  the  questions  numbered  14  and  15,  which  questions 
and  answers  alone  were  material.  Question  14  is,  '^Do  you 
belong  to,  or  have  vou  been  enrolled  in,  or  rejected  by  any 
other  corps  of  mihtia ;  or  do  you  belong  to  Her  Majesty  s 
army,  or  the  marines,  ordnance,  or  navy;  or  to  the  forces  of 
the  East  India  Company  ?"  Answer,  '*  No."  Question  15  is, 
**  Have  you  ever  served  in  or  been  rejected  by  the  army,  marines, 
ordnance,  or  navy,  or  the  forces  of  the  East  India  Company ;  or 
are  you  in  receipt  of  a  pension  for  any  such  service? "(A)  Answer, 
"  Na"  The  prisoner,  upon  the  2nd  November,  1855,  when  brought 
before  the  Deputy-Lieutenant  to  be  attested  as  a  recruit  for  the 
Kent  Artillery  Militia  gave  those  answers,  and  affixed  his  signa- 
ture to  the  form  in  the  presence  of  Serjeant  James  O'Niell  who 
was  the  recruiting  seijeant,  and  who  paid  to  the  prisoner  lOs. 
as  enlisting  money,  believing  his  answers  to  questions  14  and 
15  to  be  true.  At  the  time  of  the  prisoner's  enlistment,  the 
Kent  Artillery  Militia  was  assembled  for  the  purpose  of  being 
trained  and  exercised.  The  form  was  duly  signed  and  completed 
in  all  respects  by  the  proper  parties  to  it,  and  the  particulars 
disclosed  upon  the  face  of  it  were  filled  in.  To  prove  the  false- 
hood of  the  prisoner's  representation  it  was  shown  that  prior  to 
the  month  of  May,  1853,  he  had  been  enrolled  in  and  served  as  a 
private  in  the  West  Kent  Militia,  and  was  discharged  from  that 
regiment  in  that  month. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  I  ordered  him  to  be 
imprisoned  for  three  calendar  months,  and  to  be  kept  to  hard 
labour,  but  I  respited  the  execution  of  the  judgment.  The 
prisoner  remains  in  prison.  He  was  undefended.  Upon  reference 
to  the  questions  to  be  put  to  a  recruit  on  enlisting,  set  out  in  the 
schedule  to  the  Mutiny  Act,  11  &  12  Vict,  ell,  which  appear  to 
be  contained,  though  not  printed  in  each  subsequent  Mutiny  Act, 

(a)  At  Uie  foot  of  the  page  in  the  printed  form  there  was  the  fbUowing  note  in  refereoee  to 
qncstioo  15:  "If  the  Tolonteer  has  served  as  ahoTe,  he  is  to  state  the  porticnkrs  of  his  former 
serriee,  and  the  cause  of  his  discharge  and  is  to  prod  ace  the  certificate  of  hU  discharge  if  he 
has  it  with  him.  If  in  receipt  of  pension  he  must  prodnoe  an  authority  for  enlisting  from  the 
staff  oflieer  of  pennooen  bj  whom  he  is  paid." 
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^^*  including  the  act  16  &  19  Vict  c.  ll^  there  are  no  questions 
Jbssup.      similar  to  those  numbered   14  and  15  in  the  form  used  from 

the  War  OiBce  on  an  enlistment.     I  was  informed   that  false 

^^'       answers  to    questions  numbered   14  and  15  in  the  War  Office 

False  preimeet  ^^^m  were  frequently  given  by  persons  who  had  served  in  the 

—Attestation  of  imliiiSLi  and  entertaining  doubts  whether  in  question  14  in  the 

mUUia  recruit,  schedule  to  the  act  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  11,  the  militia  are  included 

in  the  term  "  army/'  I  humbly  ask  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of 

either  Bench,  and  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer — 

First  Whether  the  prisoner  having  obtained  enlisting  money 
by  stating  that  he  had  not  been  enrolled  in  any  corps  of  militia, 
and  had  not  ever  served  in  the  army,  when  in  truth  he  had  been 
enrolled  and  served  in  a  militia  regiment,  committed  an  o£Pence 
within  the  provisions  of  section  57  of  the  Mutiny  Act,  18  &  19 
Vict,  all? 

Second.  If  he  did  not  commit  an  offence  within  the  Mutiny  Act» 
whether  he  was  rightfully  convicted  upon  either  the  second  or 
third  counts  of  the  mdictment? 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

JF.  Russell  for  the  Crown. — The  question  upon  the  first  count  is^ 
whether  the  prisoner  has  committed  an  offence  within  sect.  57  of 
the  Mutiny  Act,  which,  amongst  other  things,  provides  that  any 
recruit,  who  shall  designedly  make  any  false  representation  of 
any  particular  contained  in  the  oaths  and  certificates  in  the 
schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  before  the  Justice  at  the  time  of 
his  attestation,  and  shall  obtain  any  enlisting  money  or  bounty 
for  entering  into  Her  Majesty's  service,  or  any  other  money,  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences, 
within  the  meaning  of  7  &  8  (xeo.  4^  c.  29.  Now  questions  14 
and  15  in  the  form  of  attestation  for  militia  volunteers  are  not 
to  be  found  in  the  schedule  to  the  Mutiny  Act;  but  there 
is  this  question,  '^Have  you  ever  served  in  the  army?  and  a 
man  who  has  been  enrolled  in  the  militia  cannot  truly  say  that  he 
has  not  served  in  the  army.  A  militia  man  has  recently  been 
held  to  be  a  soldier:  (Overseers  of  Horton  v.  Cher  seers  of  Leeds, 
25  L.  J.  .38,  M.  C.)  [Coleridge,  J. — That  was  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  attaching  irremovability  to  a  five  years' 
residence.  Williams,  J. — Besides,  if  in  l^al  strictness  service 
in  the  militia  was  service  in  the  army,  is  it  likely  that  the  man 
would  know  that?  And  in  question  14  a  distinction  is  made 
between  the  militia  and  the  army.  Coleridqe,  J. — What 
authority  is  there  for  putting  questions  different  from  those  in  the 
schedule?]  By  the  Militia  Act  (15  &  16  Vict  c.  50,  s.  16),  the 
Secretary-at-W  ar  has  power  to  make  regulations  respecting  the 
attestation  of  militia  men ;  and  the  form  produced  at  the  trial  was 
proved  to  have  come  from  the  War  Office.  There  is  another 
point  in  the  prisoner's  favour  that  the  questions  were  put  to  him 
by  a  Deputy-Lieutenant  and  not  by  a  magistrate. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^It  is  quite  clear  that  the  conviction  cannot 
be  sustained. 
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BuMielL — It  may  on  the  second  and  third  counts.                                Rbo- 
Martin,  B. — We  are  asked  whether  he  was  rightfully  convicted      jb^'up. 
upon  those  counts  ?   I,  for  one,  cannot  say  whether  he  was  or  was       ' 

not  1855. 

Rus9elL — The  case  means — assuming  the  facts  to  have  heen  jrajg^Zretenees 
proved  as  stated,  and  the  case  to  have  been  properly  left  to  the— Auenation of 
jury — is  there  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  a  conviction^  and  it  is  mUkiarecruU. 
eabmitted  that  there  is. 

Coleridge,  J. — We  cannot  say  that  he  obtained  the  money 
by  means  of  the  falsepretence. 

Pollock,  C.B. — We  are  really  not  in  a  condition  to  discuss 
die  question  as  to  the  second  count. 

Cresswell,  J. — It  is  enough  to  say,  that  upon  the  case  there 
does  not  appear  sufficient  to  sustain  the  conviction  on  the  other 
counts. 

Conviction  r/uashed. 
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COURT  OF  QUEBN'S  BENCH. 

Sittings  after  Term  at  Westminster. 

December  6  and  7,  1855. 

(Before  Erle^  J.) 

Reg.  r.  Coyle.  (a) 

Perjury — Evidence  of  question  put  by  counsel  on  former  trial — Presump^ 
tion  against  prisoner  from  conduct  of  counsel  at  former  trial  between 
the  same  parties. 

On  the  second  trial  of  an  indictment  for  perjury,  fresh  witnesses  for  the 
defence  were  called  to  prove  facts  confirming  the  prisoner's  alleged  false 
statement.  A  witness  called  by  the  prosecutor  to  contradict  a  fact 
deposed  to  by  them  was  allowed  to  prove  that  on  the  former  trial  a 
particular  question  was  put  to  him^  on  his  cross-examination  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel^  in  order  to  show  thai  at  that  time  the  prisoner's  counsel 
had  notice  of  the  testimony  now  given,  but  did  not  venture  to  call  the 
witifesses^ 

nr^E  defendant  bad  been  indicted  for  peijury  committed  apon 
J-  the  trial  of  J.  H.  Alleyne  and  others,  for  a  conspiracy  to 
defraud  one  Kennedy,  by  false  pretence.  The  indictment  charged 
that  the  defendant  swore  falsely  and  corruptly  that  he  was  present 
in  a  private  room  in  the  Plough  Hotel,  Cneltenham,  with  Holder 
Alleyne  and  A.  M.  Alleyne,  on  the  29th  of  November,  1846;  and 
that  at  this  meeting  it  was  arranged  that  certain  representations 
should  be  made  to  Kennedy,  with  a  view  to  defraud  him.  At  the 
trial  A.  M.  Alleyne  proved  that  at  the  time  in  question  he  was  at 
Bath.  The  defendant  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  two  years* 
imprisonment.  He  underwent  a  portion  of  his  punishment.  A 
rule  for  a  neiy  trial  was  subsequently  obtained,  on  the  motion  of 
Edwin  James,  Q.C.,  and  afterwards  made  absolute,  upon  the 
representation  that  a  Mr.  Price  Lewis  and  one  Captain  Price  had 
seen  the  parties  together  at  the  time  sworn  to  by  Coyle  in  the 
coffee-room  of  the  Plough  Hotel  in  Cheltenham. 

The  Attomey^Creneral,  S.  Temple,  Q.C.,  and  Huddleston,  for  the 
prosecution. 

Edwin  James^  Q.C.,  and  Hawhins^  for  the  defence. 

(a)  Reported  by  J.  Paxton  Norkam,  Esq.,  Barrister  at-Law. 
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On  the  fiecond  trial,  Mr.  Price  Lewis  and  Captain  Price^  after       ^'^' 
the  case  for  the  prosecution  had  closed,  having  been  called  for  the      ooyle. 

defence,  gave  evidence  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  Coyle,  Holder        ' 

Allevne,  and  A.  M.  Alleyne  were  together  in  the  coffee-room  of       ^^ss. 
the  rlou^  Hotel,  Cheltenham^  at  the  end  of  November,  1846,     p^ZZL 
and  that  Captain  Price  had  then  cautioned  A.  M.  Alleyne  against     Evidence. 
Coyle. 

A.  M.  Allejne  having  been  recalled  to  contradict  this  testimony, 
stated  that  he  had  a  vague  recollection  of  bavins  received  some 
such  caution,  but  that  the  events  alluded  to  must  have  taken  place 
m  1848  or  1849,  and  not  in  1846,  as  was  sworn  to  by  the  said 
witnesses. 

S.  Temple  now  proposed  to  put  the  following  question  to  the 
witness  A.  M.  Alleyne,  ^*  On  the  last  trial  of  this  indictment  were 
you  not  asked,  on  cross-examination  by  Mr.  James  for  the  defen- 
dant, if  you  had  not  sud  that  you  had  seen  Coyle  in  a  coffee-room 
in  Cheltenham  in  1848  or  1849  ?" 

Edwin  Jamee^  Q.C*,  objected,  that,  though  in  cross-examination 
yon  may  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  not  given  a  different  account 
rfthe  facts,  in  order  to  discredit  him,  a  witness  cannot  be  asked 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  or  confirming  his  testimony,  whether 
at  anotner  time  he  had  given  the  same  account  of  the  transactions 
as  he  then  gave. 

Eble,  J. — The  point  is  to  prevent  the  observation  that  the 
witness  has  now  invented  the  story. 

Cockbum  {Attomey^GeneraL) — It  is  proposed  to  ask  this  question 
in  order  to  show  that  on  the  former  trial  the  counsel  for  the 
defence  had  notice  of  the  facts  now  adduced  in  evidence ;  that  the 
defence  was  present  to  the  minds  of  the  counsel  on  the  former 
trial,  but  they  did  not  dare  to  call  Price  Lewis.  It  is  proposed  to 
pat  the  question  in  this  way  with  the  purpose  of  so  far  negativing 
the  case  for  the  defence. 

Edwin  James. — Can  you  ask  a  witness  what  he  said  in  his  depo- 
sitions, or  put  the  depositions  in  to  confirm  him? 

Erle,  J. — You  may  put  the  question  in  this  form :  ask  the 
witness,  *'  At  the  former  trial  were  you  not  asked  whether  you 
had  seen  Coyle  in  the  Plough  coffee-room  in  1848  or  1849?" 
The  answer  must  be  simply  yes  or  no. 

The  Attofney-Generaly  in  his  reply,  used  this  evidence  thus.  He 
said^^'  I  atsked  A.  M.  Alleyne  whether  on  the  former  trial  he  was 
not  crosa-examined  as  to  this  meeting  in  the  Plough  coffee-room 
at  Cheltenham.  If  he  did  not  tell  the  same  story,  then  Mr.  James 
would  have  elicited  that  from  him,  or  if  Allevne  denied  it  then  he 
might  have  proved  it.  I  am  entitled  to  take  it  that  the  witness 
made  the  same  statement  on  the  first  triaL  The  counsel  on  the 
other  side  had  notice  of  the  .case  now  sought  to  be  set  up,  but  did 
not  choose  to  bring  it  forward  and  prove  it  on  the  former  trial 

[Refer  to  CoUege  y.  Horn,  3  Bme.  119;  Taylor  on  Evidence, 
620,  644 ;  Simpson  v.  Bobinson,  12  Q.  B.  512.] 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 
January  29^  1856. 

SeG.  v.  Jx78TIC£8  OF   LaJ^CASHIBE. 

Highway — Ovt  of  repair — Turnpike, 

Where  a  turnpike  road  is  out  of  repair,  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction 
to  summon  the  highway  surveyor  under  5  jr  6  WiU.  4,  c.  50,  s,  94,  in 
the  first  instance^  but  the  turnpike  surveyor  should  be  summoned  under 
proviso  in  sect.  94,  and  then  if  he  makes  it  appear  that  the  turnpike 
trustees  have  not  requisitefunds^  the  highway  surveyor  may  be  proceeded 
against 

RULE  NISI  {oT  a  mandamus  to  two  justices  to  require  them  to 
proceed  to  hear  and  dispose  of  a  summons  against  the  sur- 
veyor of  the  highways  under  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  94. 

The  summons  alleged  that  a  certain  turnpike-road  or  highway 
called  the  Manchester,  Hyde  and  Mottram-road,  in  Longdendale 
turnpike-road,  within  the  township  of  Grorton,  and  with  the  repairs 
of  which  the  said  township  was  chargeable,  is  out  of  repair,  and 
that  the  surveyor  of  the  highways  of  the  said  township  had  beeti 
required  to  repur,  but  had  neglected  to  do  so. 

The  summons  was  granted  by  one  justice  only,  and  came  on  for 
hearing  before  two  justices,  when  it  was  objected  that  tibie  road  in 
question  being  a  turnpike-road,  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction 
under  the  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  s.  1 13.  The  justices 
thereupon  ofrered  to  issue  a  summons  against  the  surveyor  of  the 
turnpike-road  under  the  proviso  in  sect  94 ;  but  this  the  com- 
plainant refused,  and  then  obtained  this  rule. 

H.  Hill  showed  cause. — Sect.  113  enacts  that  the  act  shall  not 
apply  to  any  turnpike-road  except  where  specially  mentioned; 
and  here  it  appeared,  both  on  the  face  of  the  summons  and  by  the 
evidence  before  the  justices,  that  this  was  a  turnpike-road.  Then 
sect  94,  in  the  positive  enacting  part,  makes  no  mention  of  turn- 
pike-roads; and  in  the  proviso  enacts  that  ^^if  the  said  highway 
so  out  of  repair  is  part  of  the  turnpike-road,  the  justices  shall 
summon  the  treasurer  or  surveyor,  or  other  officer  of  such  turnpike- 
road  ;  and  the  order  herein  directed  shall  be  made  upon  him,  and 
the  money  therein  stated  shall  be  recoverable  as  aforesaid.''  There- 
fore the  turnpike  surveyor,  and  not  the  surveyor  of  the  highways, 
was  the  proper  party  to  be  summoned  in  this  case;    and  tl 
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appears  more  clearly  firom  the  previous  part  of  sect.  94 :  **  If  any        R"®- 
highway  is  out  of  repair,  and  information  is  given  to  any  justice,   justices  or 
he  may  issue  a  summons  requiring  the  surveyor  of  the  parish,  or  Lancashire. 

other  person  or  body  politic  or  corporate,  chargeable  with  such        

repairs  to  appear  at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways ;  and  the       .' 

justices  shall  either  appomt  a  person  to  view  the  highway  and  report    Highweof-^ 
thereon  at  the  special  sessions,  or  themselves  view.     And  at  the     £*^"*^ 
special  sessions,  if  it  shall  either  appear  from  the  report,  or  on  the       ^^* 
view  of  the  justices,  that  the  highway  is  not  in  a  thorough*  state  of 
repair,  the  justices  shall  convict  the  surveyor  or  other  party  liable 
to  the  repair  in  a  penalty  not  exceeding  5L,  and  make  an  order  for 
the  repairing  of  the  same,  and  in  default  of  repairing  according  to  the 
order^a  second  penalty  is  imposed  equal  to  the  sum  necessary  to  re- 
pair the  highway.*^  So  that  the  justices  could  not  proceed  against  the 
surveyors  of  the  highways  under  sect.  94  without  convictiug  him  in 
a  penalty  for  not  doing  what  he  has  no  power  to  do,  this  being  a 
tompike-road.    To  get  a  locus  standi  against  the  highway  surveyor 
when  a  turnpike-road  is  out  of  repair,  it  must  be  proved  that  the 
trustees  of  the  turnpike-road  had  no  funds.     Cases  cited :  George 
V.  Chambersj  11  M.  &  W.  149;    R.  v.   ^outh  Shields  Turnpike 
Bonds,  23  L.  J.   134,  M.  C. ;  jR.  v.  St  Albans,  22  L.  J.   142, 
M.  C« 
Welsby  in  support  of  the  rule.  —  The  question  is  whether  the 

{'ostices  have  proceeded  regularly.  Primd  facie  the  surveyor  of  the 
i^hways  is  a  party  liable  to  repair  by  the  common  law,  and  then 
if  the  road  turns  out  to  be  a  turnpike-road,  the  turnpike  surveyor 
is  to  be  proceeded  against.  The  proviso  in  sect.  94  points  to  the 
proceeding  previously  meutioned  m  the  section,  and  means  that  if 
on  the  proceeding  so  previously  directed  against  the  highway 
surveyor,  it  turns  out  that  the  road  is  a  turnpike-road,  then  that 
the  justices  shall  summon  the  turnpike  surveyor. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  If  the  justices  were  bound  to  hear  the  summons 
against  the  highway  surveyor  in  this  case,  they  would  be  bound  to 
convict  an  innocent  man,  and  he  would  be  held  liable  for  not 
applying  the  funds  of  the  parish  to  the  repair  of  this  turnpike-road. 
It  would  have  been  very  strange  if  that  had  been  so ;  but,  on  a 
view  of  this  statute,  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  was  not  the  object 
or  intention  of  the  Legislature. 

Coleridge,  J. — If  there  had  been  no  proviso  in  sect.  94,  this 
case  would  clearly  have  been  within  sect.  113.  Though  it  is 
perfectly  right,  if  a  highway  is  out  of  repair,  to  summon  the  sur- 
veyor of  the  parish,  yet,  on  his  coming  m  and  making  it  appear 
that  the  road  in  question  is  a  turnpike-road,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justices  ceases.  All  that  the  proviso  does  is  to  give  the  justices 
jurisdiction  as  to  turnpike-roads  out  of  repair;  not  to  bring  in  the 
rest  of  section  to  which  such  jurisdiction  does  not  apply.  Then, 
under  this  proviso,  they  may  get  the  turnpike  surveyor  before 
them,  and  make  an  order  for  the  repair  of  the  road,  but  not  convict 
him,  as  they  can  the  surveyor  of  the  highways.     That  is  the  mode 
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Rbo.  *  of  proceeding  that  ought  to  have  been  poraaed  in  this  case.  The 
JusTioBsoF  turnpike  surveyor  ought  to  have  been  summoned  to  show  the 
LurcjkfiHUiB.  state  of  the  turnpike  funds,  and  then,  if  they  had  been  found 

insufficient,  the  highway  surveyor.     Up  to  this  time  the  highway 

fl       surveyor  cannot  be  guilty  of  any  default  at  all  for  which  he  should 

Highway —    be  fined* 

^«*^         WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  course  that  ought  to  be  pursued  is  that 
^'     pointed  out  by  my  brother  Coleridge.     Without  the  proviso  in 
sect  94'the  113th  section  would  have  applied. 

Erle,  J. — Sect.  94  points  out  the  course  to  be  pursued.  Yoa 
get  the  parties  liable  to  do  the  repairs,  and  none  others^  before  the 
justices. 

JRuk  discharged. 
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DUBLIN  COMMISSION  COURT,  GREEN  STREET. 

(Before  Crahpton  J.,  and  Gbeene,  B.) 

Rbo.  v.  Th£  Rev.  Vladimib  Petchebini.  (a) 

Evidence — PrcusHce — Res  gestm — Declarations  by  persons  engaged  in 
unlawful  acts — Crown  witnesses  not  making  informations — StcUements 
by  accused, 

Statements  made  in  the  absence  of  the  accused  by  persons  engaged  in  an 
unlawful  act  are  not  evidence  against  the  accused  who  had  given 
directions  for  such  act^  unless  it  appear  that  all  the  parties  were 
engaged  on  suck  act  with  a  common  unlawful  object, 

7 here  is  no  rule  which  excludes  the  evidence  of  Crown  witnesses  who  have 
not  made  informations. 

Statements  made  by  the  accused  not  accompanying  or  connected  with  acts 
complained  of  can  under  no  circumstances  be  given  in  evidence  for  him 
to  show  his  intention. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  wilfully  and  knowingly  burning  and  causing 
to  be  burned  certain  atihorized  versions  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  The 
henqf  of  booksy  amongst  which  it  W€U  alleged  were  the  copies  in  question, 
was  burned  by  direction  of  the  traverser.  It  was  proposed  to  give  m 
evidence  a  statement  (not  in  the  prisoner's  hearing)  made  by  a  boy 
who  was  one  of  a  crowd  round  a  fire,  and  u>as  engaged  in  throwing 
hooks  into  the  blaze.  There  was  no  evidence  of  this  boy  having  been 
retained  by  the  traverser^  or  of  his  having  received  any  directions  on 
the  sulject, 

Hddj  that  such  statement  was  not  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gest€s,  and 
did  not  come  within  those  cUuses  of  cases,  as  riots  and  conspiracies,  in 
which  such  statements  would  be  evidence,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
accused  and  the  person  whose  statement  was  offered  in  evidence  were 
engaged  in  an  unlawful  act  with  a  common  unlawful  object, 

A  witness  teas  called  for  the  Crown  who  had  tu>t  made  an  information, 
and  it  was  sought  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  shut  out  such  evidence 
on  the  ground  of  such  information  not  having  been  made. 

Held,  there  was  no  rule  to  admit  such  evidence  under  the  circumstances, 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M^Kkota,  Esq.,  BarrUter-a^Uw 
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Rbo*  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  sought  to  give  in  evidence  statements  and 

p      ^'  directions  of  the  accused  in  sermons  previous  to  the  burning  of  the  books 

in  question^  for  the  purpose  of  shouting  that  he  had  only  called  in  im- 

1855.  moral  publications  to  be  brought  in  to  be  burned. 

Held^  not  admissible. 

Evidence — 

Bibk  burning.  TN  this  case  the  traverser  was  indicted  for  having  contemptu- 
-L  ously  and  blasphemously  burned  and  destroyed,  and  caus^  to 
be  burned  and  destroyed,  a  certain  authorized  version  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures. 

There  were  several  counts  in  the  indictment,  which  as  they  are 
material,  will  appear  in  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury. 

The  traverser  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  Attomey-Generalj  the  SoUcitor^General,  the  Hon.  •/.  Plunket, 
Q.  C.9  CorbalUs,  Q.  C,  and  Begtaghy  appeared  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown. 

0*Hagany  Q.  C,  Sir  Caiman  (yLoghlanj  Q.  C,  J.  A.  CurraUy 
Coffey  and  Keman  were  counsel  for  the  traverser. 

From  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution,  it  appeared  that  the 
traverser,  who  was  a  member  of  the  order  of  Redemptionist 
Monks,  and  formed  one  of  a  mission  who  had  been  preaching  and 
engaged  generally  in  the  cure  of  souls  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Kingstown,  had  on  the  morning  of  the  5th  of  November  last, 
about  8  a.m.,  engaged  a  couple  of  boys  with  wheelbarrows,  to  take 
a  quantity  of  books  and  printed  papers  from  the  traverser's 
lodgings  to  the  yard  of  the  chapel  at  Kingstown.  Several  boys 
accompanied  the  barrows  and  entered  the  lodgings,  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  to  remove  the  books  and  papers.  The  traverser 
opened  the  door,  and  brought  the  boys  into  the  room  where  the 
books,  &C.,  were  lying  under  a  table.  There  was  another  of  the 
Redemptionist  fathers  present,  and  also  a  servant,  who  assisted  in 
taking  the  barrows,  and  handing  the  books  to  the  boys.  The 
witness  as  to  this  part  of  the  case  did  not  open  any  of  the  books, 
but  from  the  exteriors  was  able  to  say,  there  were  amongst  them 
a  history  of  England,  and  also  a  book  with  a  black  raised  cover, 
gilt  at  the  edges,  which  he  thought  was  a  testament.  There  was, 
however,  no  printing  at  the  sides  or  on  the  back.  Witness  had 
seen  other  copies  of  the  bible,  and  thought  from  its  appearance 
that  the  last-mentioned  book  was  a  small  copy  of  the  bible.  This, 
however,  was  merely  a  conjecture  of  witness.  When  the  barrow 
was  loaded,  the  traverser  desired  the  boys  to  take  them  to  the 
chapel-yard  and  wait  there  for  him.  When  the  traverser  came  the 
books  were  thrown  on  the  ground,  and  he  desired  them  to  be  lit 
(burned)^  which  was  accordingly  done.  Witness  was  wheeling  his 
barrow  out  of  the  way,  and  by  the  time  he  came  back  to  where 
the  books  lay,  they  had  been  set  fire  to.  After  the  fire  was  lit 
the  traverser  went  away  in  the  direction  of  the  chapel  and  returned 
in  about  twenty  minutes ;  traverser  stood  for  a  time  at  a  distance 
of  about  thirty  yards  from  the  fire  looking  towards  it,  and  after 
remaining  about  five  minutes  went  away.  Witness  knew  John 
Hamilton,  and  saw  him  at  the  fire.    Hamilton  was  not  one  of  the 
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boys  who  went  to  the  traverser's  lodgings  and  assistecl  in  carrying        Bb«« 
tway  the  books.  Pbtchubbikl 

Several  other  witnesses  were  called  to  corroborate  the  above        

statements.  18S6. 

Greorge  Brown,  examined  by  the  Solicitor-General,  lives  at  Kings-  EMmc*— 
town.  On  the  morning  in  question  on  returning  from  delivering  Bible  bwmng. 
bread  at  the  wharf,  saw  a  crowd  at  the  chapelryard,  looked  in 
through  the  rails,  and  saw  books,  &c  burning.  Saw  George 
Messjnt  throwing  books  into  the  fire.  Saw  John  Hamilton; 
he  had  a  book  in  his  hand,  which  he  tore  in  two  and  threw  into 
the  fire. 

The  ScKeUor^CreneraL — We  propose  giving  in  evidence  what 
John  Hamilton  said  on  that  occasion,  as  part  of  the  transaction. 
Wehave  the  traverser  directing  books  to  be  burnt,  the  burning  takes 
place,  and  what  is  said  by  the  persons  engaged  ander  his  directions 
m  this  work,  is  evidence.  In  Lord  George  GardorCs  case  it  was 
held,  that  the  cry  of  the  mob  might  be  received  in  evidence  against 
the  prisoner,  as  part  of  the  transaction  of  which  he  had  been  the 
origm.  There  is  another  class  of  cases  in  which  this  evidence  is 
admissible,  namely,  conspiracies,  where  verbal  expressions  accom- 
pinying  or  exjdaining  acts  of  persons  other  than  the  accused,  but 
connected  with  him,  are  admissible,  even  though  the  accused  party 
was  not  present  at  the  time :  {Hardy^s  cascy  24  How.  St  Tri.  452, 
establishes  this  rule.)  Take  also  the  cases  of  riot,  where  in  carrying 
oat  a  particular  unlawful  object,  the  expressions  of  the  persons 
engaged  accompanying  these  acts,  are  aamissible  against  others 
of  tJie  party,  even  though  not  shown  to  have  been  within  their 
bearing.     He  also  cited  R.  v.  Hardwicke^  11  East,  585. 

CyHagan^  Q^  G.  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

CsAMPTON,  J. — If  there  had  been  established  here  a  common 
object,  that  of  burning  books  of  a  particular  description,  then 
ererything  said  by  the  parties  engaged  accompanying  acts  would 
be  admissible.  We  have  not  here  made  out  in  evidence  that  com« 
moQ  object  which  would  make  those  cases  cited  applicable.  In 
the  Manchester  c€ue,(a)  a  placard  which  was  at  a  distance  was 
received  in  evidence  against  Hunt,  because  there  was  a  conunon 
Qnkwfhl  object  proposed  by  the  prisoner  and  those  engaged  with 
bioL  In  this  case  we  want  that  necessary  element  of  a  common 
onlawful  object,  to  make  the  declaration  of  this  boy  Hamilton 
OTidence. 

Gr£BN£,  B. — I  quite  concur  in  the  view  taken  by  my  brother 
Crampton.  Hamilton  is  not  connected  in  any  way  with  the 
tiaverser.  He  is  not  one  of  the  boys  originally  employed;  he 
first  appears  when  the  burning  was  going  on,  and  under  those 
circumstances  it  is  impossible  to  make  his  statements  evidence 
i^ainist  the  traverser. 

Crampton,  J. — H  there  were  any  evidence  that  the  traverser 
countenanced  him,  it  would  be  different. 

(«)  R.  T.  Bunt,  3  B.  &  Ad.  574. 
VOL.  VII.  G 
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Bto.  Other  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  fragments  and  leaves  of 

p^^'         bibles  partly  burned  were  picked  up  by  persons  in  the  neighbour- 


hood of  the  fire. 


1855.  Bebecca  Whittle  called  and  sworn. 

E  vimM_  0*Hagan^  Q.  C.  objected  to  this  witness  being  examined.  We 
BSbU  bwmng.  submit  the  Crown  has  no  right  to  produce  a  witness  who  has  not 
made  an  information.  There  is  a  rule  on  the  Munster  Circuit 
that  unless  a  witness  appears  unexpectedly,  and  it  is  shown  that 
the  evidence  of  such  w^itness  should  be  excluded,  it  is  not 
fair  to  an  accused  person  that  a  witness  should  lie  by  or  be  kept 
back  without  making  an  information,  and  thus  deprive  a  prisoner 
of  means  of  cross-examination,  or  of  making  inquiries.  Mr.  Justice 
Perrin,  as  I  am  informed,  is  in  the  habit  of  excluding  such  testi- 
mony, unless  it  can  be  shown  why  informations  were  not  made, 
and  nis  reason  is,  that  otherwise  the  prisoner  would  be  deprived 
of  the  benefit  of  the  act  which  entitles  him  to  copies  of  the 
informations. 

Crahptok,  J. — ^I  have  been  acting  on  a  contrary  role  for 
twenty-one  years.  I  can  pay  no  attention  to  any  case  not  reported 
in  print. 

Coffey. — It  was  tmderstood  on  the  circuit  that  Mr  Justice 
Perrin's  ruling  was  according  to  the  practice  in  England. 
,    Crampton,  J. — I  think  you  must  be  under  a  mistake.     We 
cannot  adopt  such  a  rule. 

Greene,  B.— -concurred. 

The  case  for  the  prosecution  having  dosed. 

O^Haaanj  Q.C.  addressed  the  jury  for  the  traverser,  and  called 
James  Coffey,  who  stated  that  he  had  been  present  at  several 
sermons  preached  by  the  traverser  in  Kingstown  chapel;  recol- 
lected a  sermon  of  his  about  immoral  publications. 

The  Attomey^GeneraL — If  it  is  proposed  to  give  evidence  of 
what  the  traverser  stated  about  this  matter,  I  object  to  it  as 
inadmissible. 

Crampton,  J. — It  is  quite  impossible  to  receive  such  evi^ 
deuce. 

O^Hagan^  Q.  C— It  is  a  material  part  of  the  charge  that  the 
traverser  knowingly  caused  the  bibles  to  be  burned,  and  there- 
upon, for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  intention  in  getting  books 
together,  I  have  a  right  to  five  in  evidence  his  directions  to  the 
parties  who  brought  in  the  books. 

Crampton,  J. — I  do  not  know  on  what  principle  a  man's 
own  declarations  can  be  given  in  evidence  for  himself. 

Greene,  B.--^His  own  statements  cannot  be  evidence  in  his 
favour  on  any  principle  I  know  of. 

O^Hagan^  Q.  C— The  statement  of  the  traverser  was^  that  the 
books  in  question  were  brought  in  under  the  directions  of  the 
traverser.  We  do  not  propose  to  give  any  evidence  of  declarations 
subsequent  to  the  transaction  which  would  be  open  to  the  suspicioB 
of  being  framed  for  this  trial.  It  is  with  the  view  of  showing  what 
books  were  intended  to  be  collected. 
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Evidence — 
B^e  bwmng. 


Crampton,  J. — If  a  man  makes  a  declaration  accompanying  an        ^=** 
act  it  is  evidence ;  but  declarations  made  two  or  three  days,  or  a  PBTcmBiNi. 

week,  previous  to  the  transaction  in  question  cannot  be  evidence,        

otherwise  it  would  be  easy  for  a  man  to  lay  grounds  for  escaping        ^®*5- 
the  consequences  of  his  wrongful  acts  by  making  such  declara- 
tionfl. 

ffHagauy  Q.  C. — After  the  opening  of  the  Crown  this  objection 
takes  us  by  surprise.  In  The  Queen  v.  Duffy ^  my  recollection  is 
that  speeches  of  the  accused  made  months  before  were  received, 
for  him  to  show  his  intention. 

Gbecne^  B. — ^We  consider  this  evidence  quite  inadmissible.  It 
may  be  true  that  declarations  accompanying  acts  are  admissible  to 
aliow^  the  intention  at  the  time.  .  The  question  of  intention  is 
certainly  a  very  material  one  in  the  present  case,  but  it  is  to  be 
inferred  from  legal  evidence  of  facts,  and  not  from  antecedent 
declarations  by  the  traverser  himself,  upon  occasions  distant  from 
and  antecedent  to  the  transaction.  It  is  very  true,  as  observed  by 
the  last  counsel,  that  whatever  Father  Petcherini  said  to  Dufl^ 
and  to  which  Duff  deposed,  is  admissible  and  material,  because  it 
10  part  of  the  transaction  to  which  Duff  deposes.  But  the  question 
now  is,  whether  the  court  are  to  admit,  in  evidence,  declarations 
or  sermons  of  the  traverser  on  former  occasions  unconnected  with 
the  subject-matter  of  this  trial.  I  say  unconnected  in  point  of 
time  not  accompanjring  but  antecedent  to  the  transaction.  I  am 
utterly  at  a  loss  to  conceive  upon  what  principle  such  evidence  is 
admissible,  or  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn,  if  such  declarations 
made  by  accused  parties  in  their  favour — made  no  matter  at  what 
period  of  time  antecedent  to  the  transaction.  I  am  quite  unaware 
of  any  principle  or  authority  that  would  warrant  the  introduction 
of  such  evidence. 

Cbampton,  J. — I  entirely  concur  with  my  brother  Greene  in 
holding  such  evidence  utterly  inadmissible.  From  Mr.  O'Hagan's 
statement  I  expected  that  such  might  be  offered,  and  I  therefore 
took  an  opportunity  of  looking  into  the  matter  yesterday  evening, 
and  satisfied  my  mind  beyond  a  possibility  of  doubt  that  such 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  intention  in  only  one  class  of 
ease.  That  is,  when  there  is  an  inquiry  in  a  bankruptcy  matter 
as  to  what  was  the  intention  of  a  man  absenting  himself,  or  doing 
some  one  of  those  things  which,  when  made  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy,  amount  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Declarations  of 
such  a  person  have  been  received  to  show  intention  in  issues  raised 
between  third  parties,  because  these  declarations  were  made  at 
the  very  moment  of  the  act,  explaining  the  act  itself,  accompany- 
ing it,  and  therefore  pars  rei  gestcB  ;  we  must  thereupon  reject  this 
endence. 

ffHagaUj  Q^C. — After  consultation  said,  that  the  counsel  for 
tbe  traverser  would  not  call  any  witnesses,  and  requested  their 
lordships  to  take  a  note  of  his  having  tendered  evidence  to  the 

efict  stated. 
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^^-  The  Attomey^General  said  that  under  these  circumstances  he 

PxTomBiNi.  would  waive  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  a  reply. 

-—  Gbeene,  B.)  in  charging  the  jury  mi^e  the  following  observa- 

^^^-  tions  on  the  indictment,  and  the  law  involved  in  the  case : — The 
Evidence^  indictment  in  this  case  chare:es  the  traverser  with  having  con- 
BibU  burmng.  temptuously,  irreverently  and  blasphemously  burned  and  destroyed, 
and  caused  to  be  burned  and  destroyed  a  certain  copy  of  the 
authorized  version  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  with  having  eo 
done  with  intent  to  brin^  the  sacred  Word  of  God^  as  contained  in 
the  authorized  version  of  the  Scriptures  appointed  to  be  read  in  the 
Established  Church  of  England  and  Ireland,  into  disregard,  hatred 
and  contempt.  In  the  second  count  he  is  charged  with  having  in 
the  like  manner  burned  and  caused  to  be  burned  a  copy  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  commonly  called  the  Holy  Bible,  with  the  intent  of 
bringing  same  into  hatred  and  contempt  amongst  the  people  of  this 
country.  He  is  further  charged  with  having  procured  to  be  burned 
a  certain  copy  of  the  New  Testament  with  like  intent;  and  in 
another  count  he  is  charged  not  with  actually  casting  and  throwing 
into  the  fire  the  Sacred  Scriptures,  but  with  causing  and  procuring 
same  to  be  cast  and  thrown  into  the  fire.  There  are  two  or  three 
other  counts  which  allege  the  intent  to  have  been  not  to  bring  into 
contempt  the  authorized  version  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  but  to 
bring  religion  (that  is  the  Christian  religion)  into  discredit ;  and  in 
two  other  counts  there  is  the  same  charge,  with  no  very  material 
alterations,  to  which  therefore  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  call  your 
particular  attention.  Although  this  case  has  occupied  a  great  deal 
of  time,  and  given  rise  to  much  discussion,  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  present  any  feature  of  a  difficult  character,  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  law  on  the  subject.  With  respect  to  the  law  of  the  case 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  charge  imputed  upon  this  indict- 
ment to  the  traverser  is  one  of  a  grave  and  serious  nature,  and 
amounts  by  the  law  of  the  land  to  a  criminal  offence.  It  has  been 
trul  V  stated  to  vou  that  the  Christian  religion  is  part  and  parcel 
of  the  law  of  this  land.  Any  publication,  or  any  conduct  tending 
to  brin^  Christianity  or  the  Christian  religion  into  disrespect^  or 
expose  it  to  hatred  or  contempt,  is  not  only  committing  an  offence 
against  the  Majesty  of  God,  but  is  in  violation  of  the  common  law  of 
the  land.  Among  the  ways  in  which  that  ofience  may  be  com* 
mitted  is  by  exposing:  the  Word  of  God,  or  any  part  of  it,  to 
obloquy  or  hatred.  The  highest  authorities  have  laid  down  the 
law  in  that  way,  both  ancient  and  modem.  It  is  now  for  you,  with 
these  observations,  to  consider,  first,  whether  you  are  satisfied  in 
the  way  that  I  have  described  to  you  that  any  copy  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  or  any  bible  of  the  autnorized  version  was  in  point  of 
fact  burned.  Next  whether  you  have  any  reasonable  doubt  that 
the  traverser  knew  it  and  sanctioned  it  He  could  not  have 
sanctioned  it  without  knowing  it ;  and  if  you  are  satisfied,  beyond 
reasonable  doubt,  that  he  did  know  it,  and  did  sanction  it,  then 
it  will  be  your  duty  to  find  him  guilty  of  a  participation  in  the 
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iactywhichy  as  I  have  said,  does  not  imply  the  actual  burning       Bbg. 
with  his  own  hands,  but  the  authorizing  of  it.     But  if  you  have  a  «'• 

reasonable  and  conscientious  doubt,  then  unquestionably  it  is  your  ^'^^""^- 
clear  duty  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  that  doubt.     With  regard  to        i855. 

the  third  question  it  appears  to  me  it  follows,  as  of  course,  that        . 

the  intention  of  that  act  could  only  be  to  bring  into  contempt  the  ^ft!^^ 
aDthorized  version  of  the  Holy  Scriptures. 


CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 
(Before  Aldebson,  Mabtik,  BB.,  and  Willes,  J.) 

October  Sestion,  1855. 
Re  Stbahan,  Paul  and  Bates,  (a) 

7^8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  52 — Pleading  double — Disclosure  by  banker^  ^. 

h  criminal  eases  a  defendant  cannot  plead  a  special  plea  in  addition  to 
the  general  issue, 

Semble,  under  the  7  Sf  H  Geo,  4,  c,  29,  'S.  52,  a  disclosure  of  any 
iOegdl  act  to  which  the  statute  relates  must^  to  be  rendered  available  as 
ii  protection^  be  made  bona  fide,  and  must  not  be  a  mere  voluntary 
statement  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  screening  the  person  mahing 
it  from  the  consequences  of  his  acts, 

TUB  defendants  were  indicted  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4^  c  29, 
B.  52,  for  that  they,  being  bankers  and  agents  to  John 
Griffiths,  and  being  entrusted  by  him  with  certain  bonds  for  safe 
custody,  without  any  authority  to  pledge  or  make  away  with  them, 
£d  sell  and  convert  the  same  to  their  own  use.  Other  counts, 
for  negotiating,  transferring  and  pledging  the  same,  and  also  for 
coDgpiracy. 

On  being  arraigned,  the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty. 

Sir  F.  Thesiger  then  applied,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Strahan, 
tiat  he  might  be  allowed  to  plead  a  special  plea  in  addition  to  the 
general  issue.  By  the  52nd  sect,  of  the  statute  upon  which  the 
prisoners  were  indicted,  it  was  enacted,  that  *^  no  banker,  merchant, 
broker,  factor,  attorney  or  other  agent  as  aforesaid  shall  be  liable 
to  be  convicted  by  any  evidence  whatever  as  an  offender  against 
tkia  act,  in  respect  of  any  act  done  by  him,  if  he  shall  at  any  time 

(a)  Reported  by  G.  B.  RoBiNBON,  Esq.,  Barristor-at-LAW. 
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previously  to  his  being  indicted  for  such  ofFence,  have  disclosed 
such  act  on  oath,  in  consequence  of  any  compulsory  process  of  any 
court  of  law  or  equity,  in  any  action,  suit  or  proceeding  which 
shall  have  been  bo7id  fide  instituted  by  any  party  aggrieved,  or  if 
he  shall  have  disclosed  the  same  in  any  examination  or  deposition 
before  any  commissioners  of  bankrupt."  A  disclosure  had  been 
made,  and  it  was  the  intention  of  the  prisoners  to  give  it  iu 
evidence,  but  a  question  might  arise  whether  that  could  be  done 
under  the  general  issue,  and  therefore  it  was  thought  necessary  to 
make  an  application  that  a  special  plea  might  be  put  upon  the 
record. 

Aldeeson,  B. — Is  there  any  authority  for  saying  you  can  plead 
double  in  such  a  case  as  this?  The  right  to  plead  double  is  given 
by  the  statute  of  Anne,  but  criminal  cases  are  expressly  excepted. 
I  think  there  is  a  reported  case  against  you. 

Sir  F.  Thesiger  could  not  produce  any  case  in  support  of  the 
application;  but  he  understood  that  such  a  course  had  been 
allowed. 

Alderson,  B. — It  would  be  error  on  the  record  if  we  were  to 
allow  two  inconsistent  pleas.  If  a  prisoner  pleaded  a  declaratory- 
plea  it  used  to  be  thought  that  when  the  issue  was  decided  against 
him  he  had  a  right  to  plead  over ;  but  I  recollect  that  in  one  case 
the  point  was  looked  into  by  Mr.  Justice  Williams  and  myself,  and 
we  decided  that  it  was  not  a  matter  of  right  for  a  prisoner  to  be 
allowed  to  plead  over.  It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  whether 
such  a  course  should  be  permitted  or  not;  and  in  the  case  in  question, 
after  judgment  given  against  the  prisoner,  he  was  not  allowed  to 
plead  over,  but  at  once  received  sentence,  (a) 

WiLLES,  J.,  concurred. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  previously  to  the  year  1854  the 

frosecutor  had  deposited  with  the  prisoners,  as  his  bankers,  5,000 
)anish  bonds  for  safe  custody,  in  March,  1854,  the  bonds  were 
taken  from  their  place  of  deposit  by  the  prisoners,  and  pledged 
with  certain  persons  ad  a  security  for  the  advance  of  a  large  sum  of 
money.  In  June^  1854,  5,000  other  Danish  bonds  were  purchased 
by  the  prisoners,  to  replace  those  which  they  had  pledged.  That  in 
April,  1855,  the  last  mentioned  bonds  were  also  taken  from  their 
place  of  deposit,  and  pledged  in  like  manner  with  the  former  ones. 
In  June,  1855,  the  pnsoners  were  duly  adjudged  bankrupts. 
On  the  25th  of  June  a  meeting  was  held  for  the  choice  of  assig- 
nees* The  bankrupts  appeared  at  that  meeting,  and  by  their 
counsel  applied  to  be  examined,  and  that  they  might  be  allowed  to 
make  statements  with  regard  to  the  disposal  of  the  securities  that 
had  been  entrusted  to  them  by  their  customers.  The  commissioner 
at  first  declined  to  allow  any  examination  to  be  taken,  as  no 
creditor  desired  it,  but  he  subsequently  allowed  a  statement  to  be 
put  in,  and  the  bankrupts  were  permitted  to  depose  to  its  truths 
after  which  the  deposition  was  signed  by  the  commissioner.    There 

(a)  The  case  referred  to  was  probably  22.  v.  Faderman  and  Othert,  4  Cox  s  Grim.  Caa. 
359. 


OEIMINAL  LAW  CASES. 


87 


was  a  joint  dedaration  made  and  uened  by  the  bankrnpts.  It  was 
dated  the  25th  June,  and  was  as  follows: — 

*'  The  above-named  bankrupts  solemnly  depose  and  declare  that 
the  statement  now  handed  in  by  us  to  the  official  assignee  under 
our  bankruptcy  is  a  true  statement  of  the  matters  and  facts  therein 
contained,  and  contains  a  correct  and  true  account  of  all  and  every 
bond  and  security  which  have  been  sold,  pledged,  or  otherwise 
converted  by  us,  or  either  of  us,  or  by  our  direqj^ion  or  authority." 

The  separate  statement  of  Strahan  was  this : — ^^  The  account 
now  filed  in  court  contains  a  true  account  of  all  securities  of  my 
customers  at  any  time  pledged  or  converted  by  me,  and  the  parti- 
culars can  be  found  in  the  banking  books,  viz.,  a  green  stock-book 
and  ledger." 

Paul's  statement  was  the  same. 

That  of  Bates  was  in  these  words :— -^'  The  account  now  filed  in 
ODort  contains  a  true  account  of  all  the  securities  of  the  customers 
of  our  firm  at  any  time  pledged  or  converted  by  any  of  the  partners 
thereof,  and  the  particulars  can  be  found  in  the  banking  books, 
namely,  a  green  stock- book  and  ledger." 

The  account  referred  to  was  put  in  and  read  in  part.  Among 
other  things,  it  stated  that  the  5,000  Danish  5  per  Cents,  of  the 

Srosecutor  bought  by  them  (date  not  specified)  were  deposited  with 
fessrs.  Overend  and  Co.  on  the  13th  April,  1855. 
It  appeared  that  on  the  statements  and  the  account  being  put  in, 
the  solicitor  for  the  fiat  examined  each  bankrupt  as  to  the  truth  of 
the  statement  and  of  the  account. 

Byles,  Serjt.,  in  addressing  the  jury,  submitted  several  points  of 
law  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  First — Was  what  took  place 
in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  such  a  disclosure  as  was  contemplated 
by  the  act.  It  seemed  to  have  in  view  not  only  a  compulsory 
examination,  but  also  a  voluntary,  or  even  what  might  be  called 
an  oflicious  deposition.  If  the  bankrupt  underwent  an  examina- 
tion, or  made  a  deposition  under  any  circumstances,  the  act  would 
seem  to  protect  him.  But  this  was  not  a  merely  voluntary  or 
officious  statement,  because  by  the  declaration  necessary  to  be 
made  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  a  bankrupt  was  bound  to  make  a 
full  disclosure  of  all  his  property  and  effects.  Here,  however,  the 
bankrupts  were  actually  examined  by  the  solicitor  to  the  fiat. 
Then,  again,  it  would  seem  that  the  statement  made  by  the  bank- 
nipts,  coupled  with  the  account  to  which  it  referred,  merely  dis- 
closed the  dealing  in  April,  1855,  with  the  substituted  Danish 
bonds,  whereas  the  indictment  charged  the  pledging  the  original 
ones  in  March,  1854 :  but  the  statement  referred  the  assignees  to 
the  books,  which  thereby  became  incorporated  with  it,  and  by  them 
it  would  appear  that  the  original  bonds  were  disposed  of  at  the 
time  in  question. 

The  Aitomey- General,  in  reply,  submitted  that  inasmuch  as  the 
charge  in  the  indictment  referred  to  the  first  disposal  of  Dr.  Griffiths' 
bonds,  any  disclosure  with  regard  to  the  subsequent  disposal  of  the 
substituted  bonds  would  not  oring  the  defendants  within  the  pro- 
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tection  of  the  act  And,  fiirther,  that  a  voluntarj  statement,  made 
under  the  circumstances  detailed  in  eyidence,  was  not  such  a  dis- 
closure as  the  statute  contemplated. 

Aldebson^  B.  (in  summing  up). — ^If  the  defendants  disposed  of 
the  original  securities,  any  subsequent  disclosure  with  respect  to 
the  sale  of  the  substituted  securities  can  be  no  answer  to  the 
charge.  It  is  a  disclosure  of  that  which  is  no  offence  as  an  answer 
to  something  tha^  is  one.  The  statute  is,  no  doubt,  singularly 
worded,  and  its  framers  probably  never  dreamed  that  any  such 
question  would  arise  upon  it  as  had  been  broached  in  the  present 
case.  But  even  if  the  disclosure  had  related  to  the  subject-matter 
of  the  indictment,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would  not  have  been 
available.  It  never  could  have  been  intended  that  a  person,  by 
voluntarily  disclosing  any  act,  could  evade  the  penalties  of  the 
misdemeanor  to  whicn  such  act  had  rendered  him  liable.  People 
cannot  thus  be  allowed  to  play  fast  and  loose  with  the  criminal 
law,  now  rendering  themselves  liable  to  be  transported  for  fourteen 
years,  and  then  by  a  mere  process,  got  up  for  the  puipose,  volun- 
tarily absolving  themselves  from  the  consequences  oi  their  acts.. 
I  have  thought  it  right  thus  to  express  my  opinion  on  this  pointy 
although  it  scarcely  arises  in  the  case,  and  in  that  opinion  my 
leamed  brothers  beside  me  concur. 

The  Attomey-Generaly  Bodkin,  and  Poland  for  the  prosecution. 

Sir  F.  Thesiffer  and  Ballantine  for  Strahan. 

Seijeant  B^es  and  Hawkins  for  Sir  J.  PauL 

E.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Parry  for  Bates. 


./" 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
(Before  Jebyis^  C.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Wightmak,  Ceompton,  and 

WiLLES,  JJ.) 
November  24,  1855. 
Reg.  v.  Lands. 

Bamkruptcy — 12  ^  13  Viet  c.  106,  s.  253 — Evidence  of  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Oh  an  indictment  against  a  bankrupt  under  s.  253  of  12  Sf  IS  Viet.  e.  106, 

for  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  on  credit  witkin  tkree  months  of  his 

bankruptcy^  it  is  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  prove  the  act  of 

bankruptcy  and  the  other  ingredients  of  the  bankruptcy.    Proof  of  the 

adjudication  alone  is  insufficient. 

The  act  of  bankruptcy  relied  on  was  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  the  bank-' 
rupt  in  the  Insolvent  Courtj  and  a  copy  of  the  petition  certified  to  be  a 
true  copy  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  courts  and  made  evidence  of  the 
peOiion  by  the  239M  sect^  was  held  to  be  no  evidence  of  the  date  of  the 
fiUng  cf  the  petition,  although  on  the  back  of  the  petition  there  was  an 
indorsement  purporting  to  state  when  the  petition  was  filed. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Crompton,  J. : 
The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  September  Old 
Bailey  Sessions,  1855,  on  an  indictment  containing  counts  framed 
on  the  253rd  section  of  the  Bankrupts  Act,  12  &  13  Vict,  c  106. 
One  set  of  counts  was  framed  upon  the  first  branch  of  the  253rd 
section,  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor,  if  anv  bankrupt  shall  within 
three  months  next  preceding  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  adjudica- 
tion of  bankruptcy,  under  the  false  colour  and  pretence  of  carrying 
<m  business  and  dealing  in  the  ordinarv  course  of  trade,  obtain  on 
credit  goods,  with  intent  to  defraud  tne  owner  thereof.  Another 
set  of  counts  was  framed  on  the  second  branch  of  the  same  section, 
rendering  it  a  misdemeanor  if  any  bankrupt  shall  within  such  time 
and  with  such  intent,  remove,  conceal,  or  dispose  of  any  goods 
80  obtained.  In  the  course  of  the  trial  several  objections  arose, 
which  I  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges.  The  filing  the 
petition  for  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  adjudication  of 

(a)  Beportad  by  B.  C.  Bobinaon,  Esq.,  Btfrister-at-Law. 
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Beg.       bankruptcy  were  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1S55.     The  first  objection 
»•  was  to  the  sufSciency  of  the  proof  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  of 

the  time  when  it  was  committed.     The  act  of  bankruptcy  relied 


1855.  ^PP^  ^^B  ^^^  filing  the  petition  in  the  Insolvent  Court.  The  proof 
B  nirtTtetf—  ?°^^®^  ^*®  *  ^^PJ  ^^  the  petition  to  the  Insolvent  Court,  purport- 
^Evu£^r~  ^^K  *^  ^^  signed  by  the  officer  in  whose  custody  the  petition  was  : 
(see  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  239.)  The  only  proof  offered  as  to 
the  time  of  filing  this  petition  was  the  indorsement  on  the  back  of 
the  paper  (amongst  other  things)  of  the  time  of  the  fiUng  the 
petition. 

The  indorsement  was  as  follows : 

No.  65,076.  Mr.  Commissioner  Murphy. 

First  arrest  15th  day  of  February,  1855. 
Commitment  15th  day  of  February,  1855. 
Petition  dated  22nd  day  of  February,  1855. 
Petition  filed  27th  day  of  February,  1855. 
Vesting  order  28th  day  of  February,  1855. 

(Copy)  f^etition  of  Thomas  Lands* 

Debtors  prison  for  London  and  Middlesex. 

Attorney,  H.  R.  Silvester ;  address  18,  Great  Dover  Street, 
Newinorton. 

o 

The  only  signature  of  the  officer  was  in  the  inner  fold  of  the 
paper,  which  contained  as  follows : 

'^  In  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors. 

**  I  hereby  certify  the  within  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  petition  of 
Thomas  Lands.  "  Bichabd  Wtte. 

'*  Deputy  to  Henry  Simp«on,  Chief  Clerk  of  the  said  court,  in 
whose  custody  such  petition  now  is." 

The  second  objection  was,  that  by  the  use  of  the  word  bankrupt 
in  the  253rd  section,  the  legislature  must  be  taken  to  have  intended 
a  person  who  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the 
obtaining  the  credit  or  concealing  or  removing  the  goods. 

No  act  of  obtaining  or  removing  or  concealing  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  proved. 

The  third  objection  related  to  the  counts  for  obtaining  the 
goods  on  credit.  Some  of  these  counts  charged  the  prisoner  with 
obtaining  goods,  the  property  of  Henry  nooksley,  and  other 
counts  charged  him  with  obtaining  goods,  the  property  of  William 
Langley.  Rooksley  proved  that  the  prisoner  came  to  him  in  North- 
amptonshire, and  gave  an  unlimited  order,  on  which  he  supplied 
him  with  goods  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  pounds 
five  shillings,  in  about  two  days  after  the  14th  December.  When 
the  prisoner  accepted  a  bill  drawn  upon  him  for  the  first  lot,  about 
the  28th  December,  he  sent  another  order,  and  the  goods  so  ordered 
were  dispatched  on  the  4th  January,  1855.  Rooksley  was  a  shoe 
manufacturer  in  Northamptonshire,  and  sent  the  goods  from  that 
county  to  the  prisoner  in  London.    William  Langley  was  also  a 
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Bboe  manafacturer  in  Northamptonshire.     The  prisoner  ordered        reo. 
from  him  on  the  28th  or  29th  November,  1854,  goods  for  shipping  ». 

and  for  shop  trade,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  order,  goods  were  sent      ^*^p»* 
from  Nortluimptonshire  to  the  defendant  in  London  on  the  l8t,4th^        I855. 

8th,  22nd,  and  26th  December,  1854,  and  on  the  1st,  8th,  and  15th        

of  January,  1855.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  order  or  request  ^^^J^J^T* 
to  send  any  of  the  goods  within  the  three  months  next  before  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy ;  and  it  was  contended  that  the  merely 
receiving  the  goods  within  that  time  in  consequence  of  prior  orders, 
did  not  constitute  the  offence  of  obtaining  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 

The  last  objection  related  to  the  counts  for  removing  and 
concealing  goods  within  the  three  months.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence of  removing  and  concealing  within  the  three  months  some 
of  the  goods  ordered  before  the  three  months,  and  received  by 
the  prisoner  after  the  commencement  of  the  three  months.  It 
was  contended  that  the  removing  and  concealing  within  the  three 
months,  goods  which  had  been  ordered  before  the  three  months, 
and  had  been  sent  in  pursuance  of  such  order  within  the 
three  months,  did  not  constitute  the  offence  of  removing  or 
concealing  under  this  branch  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  enact- 
ment referred  only  to  cases  of  removing  or  concealing  goods  which 
had  been  obtained  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner,  and  with  such 
mtent  as  to  fall  within  the  former  branch  of  the  section  against 
obtaining  goods  on  credit. 

I  respited  judgment,  and  the  prisoner  remains  in  custody. 

Cha£L£S  Crompton. 

BaUantine  (Parry  with  him),  for  the  prisoner. — There  was  no 
evidence  here  of  the  time  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  com- 
mitted. The  proof  relied  on  by  the  prosecution  was  a  certified 
copy  of  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  Insolvent  Court.  The 
239th  section  enacts  that  a  copy  of  any  petition  filed  in  the  Court 
for  the  Kelief  of  Insolvent  Dentors  in  England,  and  of  any  vesting 
order,  schedule,  order  of  adjudication,  and  other  orders  and  proceed- 
ings purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  officer  in  whose  custody  the 
same  should  be,  or  his  deputy  certifying  the  same  to  be  a  true  copy 
of  such  petition,  vesting  order,  schedule,  order  of  adjudication,  or 
other  order  or  proceedings,  and  appearing  to  be  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  such  court,  should,  at  all  times  be  admitted,  under  this  1 
act,  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  same,  and  of  such  proceedings 
respectively  having  taken  place,  without  any  other  proof  whatever 
given  of  the  same»  The  copy,  therefore,  would  be  evidence  of 
what  was  contained  in  it,  but  could  be  no  proof  of  the  time  of  the 
filing,  the  74th  section  rendering  the  filing  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
To  remedy  this,  the  indorsment  was  read,  but  the  indorsement  is 
not  made  evidence  by  the  act,  nor  does  the  officer  certify  as  to  its 
correctness,  even  if  it  could  be  rendered  available.  There  is  no 
part  of  the  Insolvent  Act  which  renders  an  indorsement  necessary. 
There  was  no  evidence  offered  of  the  publication  in  the  Gazettcy  and 
for  all  that  appears  the  adjudication  may  have  taken  place  before 
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RBa.       the  filing.    It  is  essential  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  should  be 

V'         proved.    In  R.  v.  Janes  (4  B.  &  Ad.  345)  this  was  decided.    The 

^^^^'      words  in  the  253rd  section  diflTer  from  those  in  the  25l8t.     In  the 

1855.       253rd  the  language  is  ^'  if  any  bankrupt  shall/'  &c.     In  the  251st, 

it  is  "  if  any  person  adjudged  a  bankrupt,"  &a  It  is  clear,  therefore^ 

^'^id^T  *^**'  the  proof  must  materially  difier  in  indictments  framed  upon  the 
two  sections.  In  the  one  case,  proof  of  adjudication  would  probably 
be  all  that  would  be  required ;  in  the  other,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  show  not  only  that  he  was  adjudged  bankrupt,  but  that  he  was 
properly  so  adjudged. 

Francis  (with  mm  Bodkin),  for  the  prosecution. — There  was 
some  evidence  of  the  date  of  filing  the  petition.  The  petition  itself, 
was  on  the  22nd  February.  The  date  of  the  adjudication  was  on 
the  3rd  of  April,  and  by  the  35th  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act 
(1  &  2  Vict,  c  110)  the  petition  is  to  be  filed  forthwith. 

Parke,  B. — The  petition  heed  not  necessarily  be  filed  for  more 
than  two  months  after  it  is  signed. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  adjudication  may  have  proceeded  on  some 
other  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Francis. — Janes  v.  NtchoUs  (3  Mo.  &  P.  12)  shows  that  the 
certificate  makes  the  indorsement  of  the  date  of  filing,  evidence. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — There  the  order  was  part  of  the  instrument  to 
which  it  was  annexed. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — Besides  the  certificate  does  not  purport  to 
certify  as  to  the  indorsement. 

Francis, — It  was  not  ne'cessary  to  prove  the  act  of  bankruptcy  at 
all,  evidence  of  the  petition  and  of  the  adjudication  was  sufficient. 
jR.  V.  Jones  was  decided  upon  the  old  Bankruptcy  Act  (6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16)  there  there  was  no  jurisdiction  unless  the  commission 
actually  issued.  The  court  will  apply  the  rule  omnia  prasumuntur 
rite  esse  acta. 

Parke,  B. — Section  253  does  not  say  if  any  person  shall 
fraudulently  obtain  goods  on  credit,  but  if  any  bankrupt  shall  do  so, 
surely  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two  expressions. 

Francis. — The  word  bankrupt  there  means  any  person  who 
should  within  three  months  be  adjudged  to  be  a  bankrupt :  (  Canman 
V.  South  Eastern  Railway  Company,  7  Exch.  843.) 

Jervis,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  objection  suggested  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner  must  prevail.  By  section  239  of  tne  statute, 
the  certified  copy  of  the  petition  is  admissible  in  evidence,  but  there 
is  nothing  to  show  the  date  when  it  was  filed.  The  indorsement 
on  the  back  of  the  copy  is  no  part  of  the  petition  itself,  and  it  is 
not  made  evidence  by  the  act  of  Parliament.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  evidence  as  to  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  took  place.  Accord- 
ing to  R,  V.  Jonesy  I  think  it  was  necessary  for  the  prosecutors  to 
prove  all  the  ingredients  of  the  bankruptcy.  They  have  not  done 
so.     The  conviction,  therefore,  must  be  quashed. 

The  rest  of  the  judges  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 

Bodkin  and  Francis  for  the  prosecution. 

Ballantine  and  Parry  for  the  defendant. 
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COUET  OP  CEIMINAL  APPEAL. 
(Before  Jebyis,  CJ.,  Pabke,  B.,  WiGHXMiiK,  Cbohpton^  and 

WiLLES,  JJ.) 

November  24,  1855. 
Reg.  v.  Smith,  (a) 

Larceny — Security — Scrip  certificates  of  foreign  company. 

Cert^tUes  of  shares  in  a  foreign  railway  company  are  the  subject  of 
larceny  unthin  the!  ^S  Geo.  4,  c,  29,  s,  5. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  Mr.  Russell  Gumey. 
At*a  general  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery, 
hoUen  for  the  juridiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  on  the 
28th  day  of  August  last,  H.  I.  Smith  was  tried  before  me  upon 
the  indictment  hereinafter  referred  to,  for  stealing  ten  scrip  certifi- 
cates of  a  foreign  railway  company  called  the  Great  Luxemburg 
Bailway  Compay. 

The  first  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  stealing  ten  securities 
for  money,  to  wit,  certificates,  each  entitling  the  holder  thereof 
to  ten  half-shares  of  1021  each,  in  the  funds  of  a  certain  company 
caDed  the  Great  Luxemburg  Company. 

The  second  count  charged  him  with  stealing  ten  securities  for 
money,  to  wit,  certificates  of  shares  in  the  funds  of  the  Great 
Luxemburg  Bailway  Company. 

The  third  count  charged  him  with  stealing  ten  securities  for 
money,  and  ten  pieces  of  paper. 

The  theft  was  proved  by  satisfactory  evidence.  The  documents 
themselves  were  not  produced  upon  the  trial,  but  the  annexed 
was  shown  to  be  a  facsimik.  Evidence  was  given  that  among 
dealers  in  railway  stocks  and  shares  upon  the  Stock  Exchange 
in  London,  these  documents  were  treated  and  dealt  with  under 
the  name  of  Great  Luxemburg  Railway  shares,  and  that  they 
were  scrip  entitling  the  holders  thereof  to  receive  dividends, 
and  that  they  passed  by  delivery  as  bank  notes.  No  evidence, 
however,  was  given  of  the  existence  of  any  fund  out  of  which 

(a)  Beported  by  B.  C.  BonnrsoN,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law. 
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Kiw.        such  dividends  were  payable,  or  of  the  payment  of  any  divi- 
gj^^       dends^  or  of  the  existence  of  the  Great  Luxemburg  Railway  Com- 

pany.     Upon  the  trial  the   following  objections  were   made: — 

1855.  jPirst,  That  the  documents  were  not  within  the  provisions  of 
2~;^  the  5th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29 ;  and  secondly,  That 
although  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  said  section  they  were 
shown  to  be  valuable  securities,  and  consequently  could  not  be 
properly  described  as  pieces  of  paper.  I,  however,  overruled  both 
the  objections  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the  court  for  the  con- 
sideration of  Crown  cases  should  be  taken  upon  the  subject,  and 
the  jury,  under  my  direction,  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on  all  the 
counts.  Entertaining  doubts  as  to  the  propriety  of  my  ruling,  I 
have  to  request  the  decision  of  the  said  court  upon  these  points  in 
the  manner  above  stated,  and  whether  such  conviction  can  be 
supported  on  any  grounds  consistently  with  the  facts  hereinbefore 
stated. 

Judgment  was  respited  upon  the  prisoner,  and  he  stands  com- 
mitted to  the  gaol  of  Newgate  to  abide  the  determination  of 
this  case. 

Russell  Gurnet. 

The  following  is  the  English  text  of  the  facsimile  referred  to: — 

"  Great  Luxemburg  Railway  Company. 

'*  Certificate  to  bearer, 

**  Ten  half-shares. 

"  The  holder  of  this  certificate  is  entitled  to  ten  half-shares  of 
lOL  each,  in  the  Great  Luxemburg  Company,  subject  to  the 
statutes  of  the  Soci^t^  Anonyme,  passed  at  Brussels  the  11th  of 
September,  1846,  and  sanctioned  by  royal  decree  of  the  Ist  Octo- 
ber, 1846,  and  to  all  the  arrangements  which  have  been  made  by 
the  company.  Interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  will 
be  paid  on  these  half-shares  until  the  line  is  opened  from  Brussels 
to  Namur,  after  which  the  dividends  will  be  derived  from  the 
surplus  which  may  remain  after  payment  of  preferential  charges. 

In  a  paralleled  column  of  the  same  page  there  was  a  French  text 
to  the  same  effect. 

Metcalfe  for  the  prisoner.  The  5th  sect,  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  enacts, 
that  "  If  any  person  shall  steal  any  tally,  order,  or  other  security 
whatsoever,  entitling  or  evidencing  the  title  of  any  person  or  body 
corporate  to  any  share  or  interest  in  any  public  stock  or  fund, 
whether  of  this  kingdom,  or  of  Great  Britain,  or  of  Ireland,  or  of 
any  foreign  state,  or  in  any  fund  of  any  body  corporate,  company, 
or  society,  or  to  any  deposit  in  any  savings'  bnnk,  or  shall  steal  any 
debenture,  deed,  bond,  Dili,  note,  warrant,  order,  or  other  security 
whatsoever  for  money,  or  for  the  payment  of  money,  whether  of 
this  kingdom,  or  of  any  foreign  state,  or  shall  steal  any  warrant  or 
order  for  the  delivery  or  transfer  of  any  goods  or  valuable  thing, 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony."  The  question  Ls,  whether  these  docu- 
ments are  within  the  meaning  of  this  section.  In  that  clause  of  the 
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flection,  with  respect  to  stealing  securities  for  shares  in  the  public       Sbo. 
stocks  or  funds,  the  words  ^  or  of  any  foreign  state"  are  used.       ^  ^' 

The  word  ** foreign"  is  also  used  in  the  latter  branch  of  the        ' 

flection,  which  speaks  of  securities  for  money;  but  they  are  1855. 
omitted  in  the  second  clause  relating  to  securities  for  shares  in  the 
funds  of  any  body  corporate,  company,  or  society.  In  interpreting 
the  section,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  not  meant  to  apply  to 
fleeurities  for  shares  in  a  private  company  such  as  this  is.  The  Liegis* 
lature  in  making  provision  respecting  corporations  and  companies 
generally  means  English  corporations  and  companies  only.  It 
was  at  one  time  doubted  whether  the  forgery  of  an  instrument  in 
this  country  payable  abroad,  or  the  uttering  an  instrument  in  this 
country  forged  and  payable  abroad  was  an  offence  within  some  of 
the  repeal^  statutes :  (A  v.  jDzcA,  1  Leach.  68 ;  jR.  v.  M^Kay^ 
B.  &  R.  71.)  But  it  was  afterwards  decided  that  it  was  so  in  22.  v. 
Krkwaod,  1  Moa  C.  C.  311.  At  all  events  the  11  Geo.  4  and 
1  WilL  4,  c.  66,  s.  30,  expressly  provided  for  such  a  case.  In  this"^ 
very  act,  sect.  18,  speaks  of  all  companies  generally,  but  in  the 
very  next  section  the  case  of  foreign  companies  is  specifically 
provided  for. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  right. 
The  whole  question  turns  upon  whether  these  scrip  certificates 
are  within  the  meaning  of  the  5th  section  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29. 
They  are  clearly  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  prevented  by 
the  act;  and  I  think  that  the  words  of  the  statute  are  large 
enough  to  include  them.  The  words  in  that  clause  of  the  section 
which  immediately  precedes,  and  in  that  which  immediately  follows 
the  clause  on  which  the  indictment  is  founded,  extend  the 
otherwise  limited  meaning  of  the  expressions  '*of  public  stock, 
fimds,  and  money,"  and  tend  to  show  that  the  expression  ''funds 
of  any  body  corporate,  company,  or  society,"  in  tne  intermediate 
branch  were  intended  to  have  the  larger  construction;  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  word  foreign,  so  far  from  restricting,  was  meant 
to  enlarge  the  operation  of  these  very  words.  When  property 
comes  into  this  country,  it  is  within  the  protection  of  the  laws,  and 
the  mischief  is  the  same,  whether  the  security  stolen  be  for  shares 
in  an  English  or  foreign  company. 

Pabke,  B. — Mv  first  impression  was,  that  the  statute  did  not 
extend  to  securities  for  shares  in  the  funds  of  a  foreign  body 
corporate,  or  foreign  company.  There  are,  no  doubt,  corporations 
abroad,  but  not  perhaps  precisely  of  the  same  description  as  our 
own,  but  savings'  banks,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  section,  are 
probably  peculiar  to  this  country.  The  reasons,  however,  given  by 
my  Lord  have  induced  me  to  abstain  from  dissenting  from  the 
judgment  he  has  given,  though  my  mind  is  still  not  entirely  free 
from  doubt  upon  the  subject.  The  case  is  clearly  within  the 
mischief  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  quite  agree  with  what  has  fallen  from  my 
Lord  Chief  Justice.  The  use  of  the  words  *'  foreign  state,"  where 
public  funds  or  money  is  mentioned^  rather  strengthened  the  view 
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^^        that  foreign  securities  are  induded  in  the  general  words  which 
Si^.       follow.     A  diflSculty  might  arise  with  regard  to  the  word  money, 

and  that  difficulty  is  removed  by  the  intr^uction  of  the  words  **  of 

]^^       any  foreign  state."    I  think  the  language  of  the  clause  quite 
Larceny.     Bumcicnt  to  include  the  case  of  stealing  securities  for  shares  in  the 
funds  of  a  foreign  company. 

Crompton,  J. — My  impression  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  rest 
of  the  court,  although  I  am  not  so  free  from  doubt  as  some  of  the 
members  of  it. 

WiLLES,  J. — I  think  the  conviction  right. 

Conviction  affirmed* 
Metcalfe  for  the  prisoner. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

April  26,  1856. 

(Before  Jeryis,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  Cresswell  and  Erle^  J  J., 

and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Mart  Anne  STRipp.(a) 

Emdmee   ■  VoimUary  statement  of  accused  made  before  a  magistrate 

upon  appUcatUmfoT  a  remand, 

A  fnbmtary  statement  made  by  a  prisoner  in  the  presence  of  a  magis- 
tratCy  upon  an  application  for  a  remandj  is  admissible  in  evidence^ 
Uumgk  the  statement  was  not  taken  down  in  writing^  and  no  caution 
wasgivem  hy  the  magistrate  to  the  effect  prescribed  ^  11  4r  12  Vict. 
c  42,  s.  18. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  of  onr  Sovereign 
Lady  the  Queen,  holden  at  Reigate,  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Surrey,  on  Tuesday,  the  8th  April,  1856,  Mary  Anne  Stripp 
WIS  tried  and  convicted  for  stealing  from  her  master  upwiurds  of 
5L  in  the  dwellipg-house  of  her  said  master,  and  was  thereupon 
aeotenced  to  one  calendar  month  hard  labour;  but  execution  of 
neh  sentence  was  respited  until  the  opinion  of  the  justices  of 
either  bench  and  barons  of  the  Exchequer  should  be  given  on  the 
Mloiring  point.   Amongst  the  other  articles  which  were  proved  to 
be  60  stolen  was  a  cash-box  containing  upwards  of  5/.  in  money, 
tbe  property  of  the  prisoner's  master.     This  cash-box  bore  the 
narlu  or  having  been  opened  with  violence.    It  was  in  the  posses- 
sioa  of  the  superintendent  of  police,  who,  being  desirous  of  making 
i  fiirther  search  before  the  examination  of  the  several  witnesses  at 
petty  sessions,  took  the  prisoner  before  a  magistrate  and  applied  to 
nave  her  remanded,  to  enable  him  to  make  his  intended  search. 
In  support  of  his  application  for  a  remand,  the  superintendent 
produced  the  cash-box  and  an  iron  chisel,  stating  his  belief  that  it 
was  with  that  instrument  the  prisoner  had  opened  the  box,  upon 
which  the  prisoner  spontaneously,  and    without    any  question 
having  been  put  to  her,  said  that  she  had  not  opened  the  box  by 
means  of  the  chisel,  but  by  a  hammer.     No  examination  whatever 
was  taken  by  or  before  the  magistrates  above  referred  to,  who 

(n)  Rq>orted  hj  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law. 
VOL.   VII.  If 
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^*        merely  granted  a  remand ;  but  it  will  be  seen  by  the  deposition 
Stbipp.      which  follows  that  what  passed  on  the  application  for  the  remand 

was  given  in  evidence  before  the  committing  magistrates,  and  was 

1856.  taken  down  in  writing  as  part  of  the  deposition  of  the  superin- 
fWdeaca—  tondent  This  deponent,  William  Henry  Biddleoomb,  on  his  oath 
Pruonm'B  says  as  follows : — On  Thursday  last,  the  20th  March,  from  infor- 
•'^'J^I!^'  mation  I  had  received  of  the  robbery,  I  went  to  the  prosecutor's 
house  accompanied  bv  Inspector  Martell.  I  commenced  my 
inquiry  and  nrst  of  aA  ascertained  the  number  of  persons  in  the 
house  on  the  Monday.  My  suspicions  having  been  directed  to 
the  prisoner,  I  directed  the  inspector  to  make  a  minute  search  of 
the  premises  while  I  commenced  searching  the  inside.  From  some- 
thing that  occurred  during  the  search  I  felt  it  necessary  to  go  to 
Thames  Ditton,  the  residence  of  the  prisoner's  mother,  and  I  there 
apprehended  the  prisoner.  I  asked  her  for  her  purse  and  money. 
Sne  said,  "  My  mother  has  put  it  in  her  box."  Her  mother  was 
not  at  home,  but  the  lodger  opened  the  box  for  me ;  I  there  found 
30f.  in  silver,  and  15/.  lO*.  in  gold.  On  my  wa^  from  Esher  to 
Weybridge  the  prisoner  cried,  and  said  she  wished  to  see  her 
mother.  On  the  Saturday,  from  something  more  told  me,  I  went 
to  the  cell  in  which  the  prisoner  was  confined ;  I  said  to  her,  **  I 
find  you  have  made  a  statement  to  the  officer ;  I  am  going  to  take 
you  to  a  magistrate.'*  She  said,  **  You  will  find  the  money  in  the 
mill-pond ;  i  threw  it  in  because  I  thought  the  policeman  suspected 
me  when  he  came  on  the  Wednesday ;  1  threw  away  the  Hanover 
coin  and  the  half-guinea  because  it  was  not  good."  On  the 
previous  day  (Good  Friday)  I  had  seen  her  in  her  cell ;  I  told  her 
her  mother  was  coming  to  see  her,  but  that  I  must  give  her  this 
caution,  that  whatever  she  said  to  me  or  any  one  connected  with 
the  station,  would  be  related  to  the  magistrate  and  used  as  evidence 
against  her.  Her  reply  was,  ^'  I  hope  mother  will  come  on  Satur- 
day." I  placed  her  before  Mr.  Back  and  asked  for  a  remand ;  she 
stated  to  Mr.  Back  that  she  had  thrown  the  money  into  the  mill- 

Eond,  and  placed  the  cash-box  in  the  coal-cellar.  I  produced  a 
ammer  and  a  chisel  before  Mr.  Back,  and  s^d  I  believed  the 
instrument  Ta  chisel)  now  produced  was  used  in  breaking  the  cash- 
box  ;  she  said,  •*  No,  I  did  it  with  the  chopper."  When  I  appre- 
hended the  prisoner,  I  told  her  the  charge.  She  said  ^<  I  Know 
nothing  about  it."  At  the  proceedings  before  the  committing 
magistrates,  the  charge  was  read  to  the  said  pr^ner,  and  the 
several  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  were  examined  in  her  pre- 
sence. The  prisoner,  after  the  usual  caution,  was  asked  if  she 
wished  to  say  anything  in  answer  to  the  charge,  whereupon  she 
said,  *^  I  am  not  guilty ;  the  things  which  are  now  produced  were 
not  found  in  my  box  when  first  searched  by  Mrs.  Holroydc."  The 
deposition  and  statement  of  the  prisoner  above  mentioned  were 
produced  at  the  trial,  and  the  superintendent  above  referred  to 
was  examined,  and  gave  the  same  statement  as  contained  in  his 
deposition,  including  the  voluntary  admission  made  by  the  prisoner 
before  the  magistrate  first  above  mentioned  on  the  application  for 
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a  immaA,  bat  the  witneBs  stated  that  the  magistrate's  clerk  who       bbo. 
twd^  down  hia  eyidenoe  luid  erroneously  used  me  term  ^  hammer''      STmrpp. 
instead  of  «*  chopper.''  ' 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  that  the  statement  of  the       i^^^* 
prisoner  in  the  presence  of  the  remanding  magistrate  was  not    EMme§— 
receivable  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  not  having  been  then  taken    Prisoner's 
dawn  in  writing  with  the  previous  caution  requured  by  the  statute.     9uaement. 

The  court  held  that,  no  examination  whatever  having  been 
committed  to  writing  on  the  application  for  a  remand,  but  merely 
I  statement  being  made  by  the  officer  as  the  reason  for  such 
application^  the  voluntary  interruption  of  the  prisoner  at  the 
moment  was  not  governed  by  the  rules  relating  to  a  statement 
made  by  a  prisoner  at  the  dose  of  an  examination  before  the 
committing  ma^strate;  and  the  jury  were  directed  that  they 
mig^t  take  into  consideration  the  evidence  of  the  witness  of  what 
pwed  before  the  magistrate  on  the  application  for  the  remand, 
mduding  the  statement  Toluntarily  made  by  the  prisoner. 

The  ^ury  thereupon  convicted  the  prisoner;  and  upon  the 
i^lication  of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  the  court  reserved  for  the 
deciflion  of  the  justices  of  either  bench  and  barons  of  the  Exchequer 
tlic  qnestiixi  whether  the  voluntary  statement  of  the  prisoner  in 
the  presence  of  the  remanding  magistrate,  the  same  not  having 
been  then  committed  to  writi^  after  the  caution  required  by  the 
statute  had  been  previously  given,  was  properly  received  in  evi- 
dence at  the  trial  r 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counseL 

JsBVis,  C  J.,  delivered  uie  opinion  of  the  court — We  think 
tliat  the  statement  of  the  prisoner  was  admissible,  and  that  the 
conviction  is  right.  The  objection  is,  that  it  was  made  when  she 
was  brought  up  before  a  ma^strate  upon  the  char^  and  that  it 
was  not  then  taken  down  in  writing  after  a  caution  had  been  given 
to  the  prisoner  in  the  terms  preserved  by  sect.  18  of  1 1  &  12  Vict 
&  42 ;  but  it  appears  to  us,  that  that  section  only  directs  what  is 
to  be  done  by  the  comnutting  magistrate  when  the  examinations 
of  all  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  have  been  completed,  and 
their  depositions  are  read  over  to  the  accused.  Then  it  is  that  the 
ciation  is  to  be  given,  and  any  statement  made  by  the  prisoner  is 
to  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  transmitted  with  the  depositions ; 
bat  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  intended  by  that  provision 
to  prevent  the  prosecution  from  giving  evidence  of  any  other 
statement  voluntarily  made  by  the  prisoner,  either  before  or  after, 
or  during  the  progress  of  the  mvestigation  before  the  magistrates. 

Cotmctian  (^ffirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

April  26y  1856. 

(Before  Jbrvis,  C.J.,  Wightman,  Cresswell  and  Eble,  JJ., 

and  MabtiN)  B.) 

Reg.  t;.  Leech,  (a) 


False  preteneea^—  Venue — JurisdicHmL 

A  letter  ctmtcdning  a  false  pretence  was  received  hy  the  prosecutor 
through  the  post  in  the  borough  of  C, ;  but  it  was  written  a?id  posted 
out  of  the  borough.  In  consequence  of  that  letter  he  transmitted 
through  the  post  to  the  writer  of  the  first  a  post^fflee  order  for  20/., 
whseh  was  received  out  of  the  borough: 

Held^  that  in  an  indictment  against  the  writer  of  the  first  letter  for  false 
pretences,  the  venue  was  weU  laid  in  the  borough  cf  C 

AT  the  Epiphany  Quarter  Sessions^  held  for  the  county  of  the 
borough  of  Carmarthen  (being  a  court  of  separate  jurisdic- 
tion from  that  of  the  county  of  Carmarthen),  in  1856,  John 
Layton  Leech  was  tried  for  and  convicted  of  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretences.  After  the  case  for  the  prosecution  had  closed, 
but  before  the  verdict  was  delivered^  the  advocate  for  the  prisoner 
objected  that  the  venue  was  not  properly  laid  in  the  county  of  the 
borough  of  Carmarthen,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  not  indictable 
there.  The  following  evidence,  as  applicable  to  the  objection,  was 
given.  The  prosecutor  John  Matthews  is  the  post-master  of  Car- 
marthen, and  was  so  at  the  time  the  offence  was  committed  by  the 
prisoner.  The  prisoner  was,  in  May  last,  when  the  offence  was 
committed,  an  officer  in  the  department  of  the  General  Post-office, 
acting  as  assistant-surveyor  of  the  South  Wales  district,  and  on 
duty  at  Newcastle  Emlyn,  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen.  On  the 
23rd  Aprils  1855,  the  prisoner  wrote  the  following  letter  to  the 
prosecutor : — 

"  Dear  Sir, — Will  you  kindly  send  me  12£,  and  1  will  give  you 
a  warrant  at  the  end  of  the  month. 

"  Yours  faithfully, 

**  (Signed)  John  L.  Leech." 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Rittleston,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-L.iw. 
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It  appeared  that  the  authorities  of  the  General  Post-office  were  ^'^* 

in  the  habit  of  paying  their  officers  by  means  of  money-orders,  lw^qh. 

which  are  callea  warrants.     It  appears,  by  the  following  receipt  

for  a  registered  letter,  that  the  prisoner  received  the  12L,  which  ^®*6- 

he  required :—  -p^ 

**  1 2i.     Keceived  this  24th  day  of  April,  1856,  of  the  postmaster       j^e^' 

of  Newcastle  Emlyn,  a  registered  letter  addressed  to  John  L.        

Leech,  Esq.,  P.  O.,  Newcastle  Emlyn. 

"  (Signed)  John  L.  Lbbch." 

On  the  2nd  May,  1855,  the  following  letter  was  received  by  the 
prosecntor  from  the  prisoner;  it  bore  no  date : — 

"  My  dear  Sir, — I  have  got  a  warrant  for  32t  1 U.  6<L ;  will 
joa  please  send  me  the  difference  between  1 2iL,  which  1  have  had, 
and  I  will  send  you  the  warrant,  or  bring  it  myself.  I  will  send 
yon  instructions  to-morroW  about  the  change  at  Cenarth  Kilgenan, 

and  '*  Yours  faithfully, 

« (Signed)  JoifN  L.  Leech.*' 

In  compliance  with  the  request  of  the  prisoner,  the  prosecutor 
aent  to  the  prisoner  by  post,  in  a  registered  letter  posted  at  Car- 
inarthen^  20L  lis.  6d.j  being  the  difference  between  the  12L  pre- 
TOQsly  sent  by  the  prosecutor  to  the  prisoner,  and  the  S2L  II5. 6d, 
for  which  the  prisoner  alleged  in  his  letter  he  had  a  warrant.  By 
the  following  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  it  was  found  that  the 
20L  11«.  6d.  was  received  by  the  prisoner  at  Newcastle  Emlyn,  in 
the  county  of  Carmarthen : — 

''202.  Us.  ed.  Beceived  this  3rd  day  of  May,  1855,  of  the 
postmaster  of  Newcastle  Emlyn,  registered  letter  addressed  to 
John  L.  Leech,  Esq.,  P.  O.,  Newcasde  Emlyn. 

"  ( Signed)  John  L.  Leech.** 

In  each  receipt  for  the  registered  letter,  the  amount  contained 
in  the  letter  was  inserted  in  the  receipt  for  the  protection  of  the 
prosecutor*  The  following  letter  was  addressed  to  the  prosecutor 
by  the  prisoner,  which,  amongst  other  matters  referring  to  the 
bufliness  of  the  poet-office,  contains  the  following  paragra^: — 

^  Gloucester,  10th  May,  1856. 
^  My  dear  Sir, — I  will  send  you  the  warrant  for  32L  Us.  6d.  in 
the  course  of  three  or  four  days.    I  was  obliged  to  return  it  to 
Umdon  for  correction." 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  had  not  on  the  2nd  May,  1855, 
or  at  any  period  between  that  day  and  the  25th  Mav,  1855,  any 
wanant  for  32L  Us.  6<f.,  or  for  any  other  sum,  and  that  the  pro- 
secutor had  not,  between  the  2nd  May,  1855,  and  the  day  on 
which  the  prisoner  was  tried,  received  from  the  prisoner  any  such 
warrant  for  the  sum  of  20L  Us.  6d.  received  by  the  prisoner  on 
the  3rd  May,  1855.  The  false  pretence  of  which  the  prisoner  was 
convicted,  is  the  statement  in  the  prisoner  s  letter  written  at  New- 


102  CRIMINAL  LAW  CASES. 

$xo-       eastle  Eiulyii,  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  and  received  by  the 
Lkbos       prosecutor  in  the  county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen^  on  the 

•      2nd  May,  1855. 

1856.  The  money  which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  obtaining  by 

"j:^  such  false  pretences,  was  the  20/.  lis.  6d.  posted  in  a  registered 
pretenee9^  letter  in  the  county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen,  and  received 
Venue.  by  the  prisoner  at  Newcastle  Emlyn  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen, 
on  the  3rd  May,  1855.  The  advocate  for  the  prisoner  urged  that 
the  &l8e  pretence  was  not  made,  nor  the  money  obt^ned  by  the 
false  pretence  paid,  in  the  county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen, 
and  that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  borough  had  there- 
fore no  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner.  The  recorder  thought  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner,  but,  at  the  request  of 
the  prisoner's  counsel,  considered  it  advisable  to  request  the 
opinion  of  the  judges  whether  the  venue  was  properly  laid  in  the 
county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen. 

No  counsel  was  instructed  for  the  prisoner. 
Bowen^  for  the  prosecution,  referred  to  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  12, 
which  authorizes  the  trial  in  either  county  of  an  oifence  com- 
menced in  one  and  completed  in  another,  and  to  R,  v.  Jones 
(1  Den.  C.  C.  551 ;  S.  C,  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas,  467) ;  and  contended 
that  the  delivery  of  the  letter  to  the  prosecutor  within  the  borough 
was  at  least  a  commencement  of  the  offence  there. 

Jeuvis,  C.  J. — The  venue  was  clearly  well  laid.  The  delivery 
of  the  letter  through  the  post  in  the  borough,  was  the  making  of 
a  false  pretence  there. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COUET  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

April  26,  1856. 

(Before  Jebyib,  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  Cbebswell  and  Eble»  J  J., 

and  Martin,  B.) 

Beg.  v.  Topping,  {a) 

Biffamt^ — Scotch  marrioffe — Britigh  subject  resident  in  England, 

A  Britisk  subject^  usttaUy  resident  In  England^  and  contracting  a  second 
marriage  in  Scotland  during  the  life  of  his  wife^  is  liable  to  be  con- 
vieted  of  bigamy  in  England^  under  the  provisions  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31, 
S.22. 

THE  prisoner  was  convicted  of  bigamy  at  the  last  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Cumberland,  but  the  learned  judge  (Martin,  B.) 
reserved  the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  court : — 

On  the  2nd  February,  1849,  the  prisoner  Joseph  Topping,  a 
sabject  of  Her  Majesty,  who  was  at  that  time  usually  resident  at 
Cariisle,  married  in  Scotland,  and  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland, 
Anne  Ashton,  then  also  in  like  manner  resident  in  Carlisle.  On 
the  23rd  November,  1854,  Anne  Ashton  being  alive,  the  prisoner, 
who  continued  resident  in  Carlisle,  married  m  Scotland,  and  ac- 
omling  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  Jane  Lester,  then  also  usually 
resident  at  Carlisle.  The  question  reserved  was — whether  the 
prisoner  had  committed  an  offence  against  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4, 
C.31? 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel. 

JsBVis,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  offence  was  complete  within  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  31.  At  the  time  of  the  second  marriage  the  prisoner  had 
already  been  married  in  Scotland,  and  his  wife  was  living.  He 
therefore  comes  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  *^if  any  person 
bdng  married  shall  mturry  any  other  person  during  the  lite  of  the 
former  husbaild  or  wife;"  and  it  is  immateml  that  the  second 
nuurriage  took  place  in  Scotland,  he  being  a  Biitish  subject ;  be- 
cause the  words  of  the  enactment  are,  *^  whether  the  second 

(a)  Reported  hj  A.  Bittlkstost,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Bbo.  marriage  shall  have  taken  place  in  Endand  or  elsewhere ;  and  the 

Toppiiro  limitation  npon  those  words  contained  in  the  proviso  is  not  ap- 

'  plicable  to  this  case.     That  proviso  only  exdades  the  case  of  ^  a 

1856.  second  marriage  contracted  out  of  England  by  any  other  than  a 

^.  "^  subject  of  His  Majesty ;"  and  it  is  clear^  therefore,  that  the  prisoner 
Sooich  marriage  is  a  pcrsou  who  is  brought  within  the  operation  of  the  statute,  and 

^Bntitk  the  conviction  is  right 
**'^*  Conviction  affirmed. 
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-^;?n7  26,  1856. 

(Before  Jbryis,  C.  J.,  Colebidge,  Cbesswell  and  Eble»  JJ., 

and  Mabtin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Davis^  aUas  RusH^  and  Dayies.  (a) 

Muddhery  of  letter^-^.Appropriaihn  of  eonieni^'^Larcet^. 

A  letter  eoniammg  a  pott-fjfftee  order  woe  ddwtred  by  miitake  to  A.^  toko 
€^er  atcertainmg  thai  it  was  not  intended  f^r  kun,  appropriated  the 
eontemtt  to  kit  own  use: 

Heldj  not  guUfy  (^  lareet^. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  Erie,  J. : — 
The  prisoners  were  convicted  of  stealing  a  poet-office  order,  laid 
in  the  first  count  to  be  the  propertjr  of  the  postmaster,  and  in  the 
second  count,  that  of  Willifun  Davies.  The  jury  must  be  taken  to 
have  found  the  foUowi^  facts,  viz. :  William  Davies,  of  Bishops 
Castle,  put  the  post-office  order  in  a  letter  into  the  post-office 
there  for  his  son,  having  directed  it  to  him  thus :  ^*  Jolm  Davies, 
Pack-horse  Inn,  WelshpooL"  In  Welshpool  there  were  two  inns 
of  that  name,  called  the  Upper  and  the  Lower  Paok-horse.  At 
the  lower,  John  Davies,  the  son,  was  living;  at  the  upper,  John 
Rush,  the  prisoner,  who  had  enlisted  in  the  militia  as  John  Davis, 
and  was  known  by  that  name  only  in  Welshpool,  was  billeted,  and 
the  letter  was  denvered  for  him  there  from  the  Welshpocfl  poet- 
office.  He  could  not  read,  and  took  the  letter  to  the  other  prisoner, 
William  Davies,  also  billeted  in  Welshpool,  who  read  it  to  him. 
John  Davis  then  told  him  that  the  letter  and  order  were  not 

(a)  Rfportod  by  A.  Bittlestos,  Esq.,  B«rTister*al-Law. 


1856. 
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intended  for  him,  and  William  Daviea  advised  him,  notwithstandingy  Reo- 
to  keep  them  and  get  the  money,  and  this  they  both  immediately  d^™ 
did,  by  applying  to  the  post-office  in  the  ordinary  way.  I  told  the  alias 
juTjy  that,  if  at  the  time  the  prisoners  received  the  order  they  Bobh. 
knew  it  was  not  the  property  of  John  Davis,  the  prisoner,  but 
the  property  of  another  person  of  known  name  and  address,  and, 
nevertheless,  determined  to  appropriate  it  wrongfully  to  their  own  Larceny— 
UBC,  they  were  guilty  of  larceny ;  and  that,  in  my  opinion  they  had  ^*^^Jf^ 
not  received  it  until  they  had  discovered,  by  opening  and  reading  — .' 
the  letter,  whether  it  bdonged  to  John  Davis  the  prisoner  or  not. 
I  considered  that  the  law  of  larceny  laid  down  in  respect  of  articles 
fbond  was  applicable  to  the  article  here  in  question.  In  respect  to 
those  articles  the  finder  is  guilty,  if,  after  he  has  ascertained  what 
&e  article  is,  and  what  are  the  marks  of  ownership,  he  determines 
to  appropriate  it  wrongfully  to  himself:  and  so  m  respect  of  an 
article  inclosed  in  a  misdelivered  letter,  the  question  of  wrongful 
appropriation  cannot  arise  until  it  has  been  ascertained  whether  the 
letter  has  been  nusdelivered  or  not.  I  ruled,  as  above  stated,  but 
vhen  I  £d  so  my  attention  had  not  been  called  to  JZ.  v.  MucUow, 
1  Moa  C.  C.  100 ;  and  on  reading  it  I  reserved  the  point  whether, 
Dpon  these  facts  and  this  ruling,  the  conviction  was  lawful?  The 
prisoners  were  sentenced  one  to  three  months'  and  the  other  to 
fliz  months'  imprisonment,  with  hard  labour,  and  they  were 
ordered  to  be  kept  in  the  prison  until  this  case  should  be 
detenmned 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel 

JsBYis,  C.  J. — This  case  is  governed  by  B.  v.  MucUow^  and 
the  conviction,  therefore,  cannot  be  sustained. 

Coleridge,  Cbebswell,  and  Eble,  JJ.,  and  Martin,  B., 
ooocurred 

Canmction  f/uashed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  3,  1856. 

(Before  Jervis,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Wightman  and  Cress- 
well,  J  J.,  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  w.  WooD.(a) 

NigKt'poaching — Unlawful  entry  upon  land — Necessity  of  evidence  to 

negative  permission  of  owner  or  tenant. 

In  a  case  of  night-poaching,  it  is  not  necessary  on  the  part  of  the  prosC' 
cution  to  caU  the  occupier  or  the  owner  of  the  land  to  prove  that  the 
persons  charged  were  not  upon  the  land  by  their  permission. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Bramwel^  B«: — 
James  m>od  was  indicted  for  being,  with  others  to  the 
number  of  three,  unlawfully  on  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
game^  being  armed.  The  case  was  proved^  except  that  it  was 
shown  that  the  lands  were  the  freehold  of  Jonas  Spode,  but  in 
the  occupation  of  one  Johnson,  a  tenant  of  Spode.  It  was 
thereupon  objected  for  the  prisoner,  that,  to  support  the  indict- 
ment, it  must  be  shown  he  was  '^unlawfully"  on  the  land,  and 
that,  to  show  he  was  unlawfiilly  there,  it  must  be  shown  by  direct 
CYidence^  that  he  had  not  the  permission  of  either  the  tenant  or 
the  landlord,  if  the  game  was  reserved  to  him,  and  an  authority  to 
that  effect  was  cited.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and, 
unless  the  particular  proof  suggested  was  necessary,  there  was 
abundant  evidence  not  merely  that  the  prisoner  and  those  with 
him  were  on  land  which  belonged  to  none  of  them,  but  also 
by  their  conduct  that  they  were  unlawfully  there.  In  deference  to 
the  authority  cited,  I  res^ved  this  question  for  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal. 

No  counsel  was  instructed  to  argue  for  the  prisoner. 

Merewediery  appeared  for  the  proseution. 

Bramwell,  B.  mentioned,  that  the  authority  referred  to  was  a 
case  of  R.  v.  Edge,  decided  by  Martin,  B.,  and  cited  by  Mr. 
Sawyer. 

Sawyer  {amicus  curice)  stated,  that  Martin  B.  held,  in  a  case  of 
night-poaching,  that  eitner  the  landlord  or  the  occupier  of  the  land, 
wUchever  was  entitled  to  the  game,  ought  to  be  called  to  show 
that  the  prisoner  was  not  on  the  land  by  their  permission. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — There  must  have  been  something  more  in  that 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bittlesto27,  Esq.,  Barruter-at-Law. 
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October  26,  1855. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.  J.,  and  Richabds,  B.) 

Reo.  17.  Mabt  Gooabtt.  (a) 

Comeeatmg  ehUd  Urthf^What  amounU  to-'^Quesikn  far  jury. 

AUhough  the  chUd  be  laid  in  such  a  poHHon  that  ii  does  not  necessarily 

folhw  that  concealment  was  intended,  yet  if  the  jury  find  that  such  was 

the  intention  of  the  mother^  it  would  seem  that  the  offence  is  complete. 
The  ehUdjfor  concealing  w/iose  birth  the  mother  was  ifidicted,  was  found 

lying  on  the  bed  covered  by  the  quilt  merely^  and  lying  near  the  wall  by 

the  side  of  which  the  bed  was  placed. 
There  was  no  further  attempt  at  concealment, 
Hddy  t/iat  if  the  jury,  from  tlte  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  should 

be  of  opinion  that  concealment  was  the  intention  of  the  mothery  she 

skoidd  be  convicted, 
Reg.  Y.  Jane  Perry  |(1  Pierce  &  Dearslj,  471 ;  B.C.,  Cox  Crim.  Cas. 

531)  be  acted  on. 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  concealing  the  birth  of  her  male 
child.  From  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution,  it  appeared 
that  shortly  before  the  time  when  she  was  delivered  the  prisoner 
was  remarked  to  be  in  the  family  way.  That  on  the  afternoon  of 
the  day  in  question,  the  prisoner  was  found  in  her  room  sitting  on 
the  nde  of  her  be3,  and  when  asked  what  was  the  matter,  replied 
nothing.    There  was  an  appearance  as  if  blood  had  been  wiped  up 

(a)  Reported  bj  P.  J.  M'Kbsna,  Esq.,  BarrisUr-at-Law. 
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case.  If  men  are  on  land  at  night,  armed  and  ddng  violence,  is  Rro. 
the  occupier  to  be  called  to  deny  that  be  had  allowed  them  a  day's  ^^ 
shooting?  

CaxaswxLL,  J. — ^If  a  policeman  finds  a  man  at  night  armed  on  ib56. 
the  premi  es  of  another,  is  the  landlord  to  be  called  to  show  that  — 
he  Old  not  give  himpermission  to  be  there? 

JsBYis,  C.  J.— We  all  think  the  conviction  right. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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ConceabneKt 
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from  the  floor  of  the  room.  That  from  the  Buspicions  raised  by 
the  prisoner's  appearance^  a  policeman  had  been  sent  for,  who,  on 
arriving,  found  the  prisoner's  door  fastened,  and  was  obliged  to 
break  into  the  room.  On  being  again  interrogated  and  asked  if  she 
had  had  a  child,  she  several  times  denied  it.  The  room  having 
been  searched,  the  body  of  a  male  child  was  fonnd  lying  on  the 
bed  covered  by  the  quilt  and  lying  near  the  walL  The  body  of 
the  child  was  dirty  and  covered  with  bits  of  straw.  The  witness 
stated  to  the  court  that  there  was  no  heap  of  straw  or  anything  of 
that  kind  on  the  child,  and  that  it  was  lying  over  the  blankets  and 
sheets,  and  under  the  quilt.  There  were  no  marks  of  violence  on 
the  child. 

Smyliey  Q.  C,  mentioned  to  the  court  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Jane 
Perry,  1  Pierce  &  Dearsly,  471 ;  S.  C,  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  531. 

MoNAHAN,  C.  J.,  in  charging  the  jury: — ^*No  doubt  even  if 
the  child  were  born  dead,  it  would  be  an  offence  to  conceal  the 
birth.  The  only  question  for  you  is,  whether  there  was  a  con- 
cealment intended  oy  the  prisoner  ?  If  delivered  according  to  the 
course  of  nature,  or  laid  there  without  the  design  of  concealing, 
there  would  be  no  offence.  The  fact  of  the  prisoner's  not  answer- 
ing or  telling  where  the  child  was,  does  not  constitute  any  offence. 
The  only  question  for  you,  as  I  have  already  said,  is,  was  conceal- 
ment the  object  of  the  prisoner  in  placing  the  child  where  it  was?" 

The  prisoner  was  convicted. 
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DUBLIN  COMMISSION  COURT,  GREEN  STREET. 

October  25,  1855. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.  J.,  and  Richabds,  B.) 

Beg.  v.  RYAN.(a) 

PraeHee — Pasting  sentence  when  judgment  respited-^Breach  of  under- 
taking by  prisoner  discharged  without  receiving  sentence. 

When  a  prisoner^  who  has  pleaded  guiltg^  has  been  discJiarged  without 
receiving  sentence,  on  giving  an  undertaking^  and  entering  into  recogni* 
zance  ta  appear  and  abide  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  receiving 
due  notice,  afterwards  violates  his  undertaking,  the  court  wiU  proceed 
to  pass  sentence  upon  the  prisoner  surrendering,  after  calling  upon 
him  to  say  why  judgment  should  not  be  awarded. 

The  finding  of  a  bill  against  die  prisoner  for  an  offence  which  would  be 
in  breach  of  his  undertaking,  will  be  regarded  by  the  court  as  evidence 
to  inform  itself  of  the  prisoner's  badfcath, 

IN  this  case  a  bill  having  been  found  against  the  prisoner  for 
breaking  and  entering  into  a  dwelling-house  with  intent  to 
murder  his  wife;  on  his  being  put  forward, 

CorbaUiSy  Q.  C.  for  the  Urown,  said  that  before  proceeding 
with  the  case  he  thought  it  right  to  mention  that  there  had  been 
a  previous  conviction  against  the  prisoner  upon  which  judgment 
had  not  been  pronounced,  and  if  the  court  would  now  proceed  to 
pass  sentence,  the  ends  of  justice  might  be  effected  without 
proceeding  with  the  present  indictment.  The  former  indictment, 
to  which  the  prisoner  had  pleaded  guilty,  had  charged  the  prisoner 
with  stabbing  his  wife  with  intent  to  disable,  &c.  and  with  intent 
to  do  grievous  bodily  harm.  Upon  that  occasion  the  prisoner 
undertook  to  execute  a  deed  of  separation  from  his  wife,  who 
babitnally  received  the  most  cruel  treatment  from  him,  and  he 
further  undertook  thereafter  not  to  annoy  her,  and  on  these  terms 
the  counsel  for  the  Crown  consented  to  his  being  discharged  with- 
out receiving  sentence,  on  his  entering  into  the  usual  recognizance 
to  appear  and  abide  the  judgment  of  the  court  whenever  duly 
summoned.      As   the    prisoner  had,    instead   of   observing    his 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M'Kknna,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law 
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Reo.       undertaking,  made  a  still  more  serious  attack  upon  his  wife,  the 

Bi^.       Crown  now  moved  the  court  that  judgment  should  be  passed  upon 

— .'       the  prisoner^  and  as  evidence  of  the  prisoner's  breach  of  under- 

1856.       taking  the  finding  of  the  present  bill  might  be  taken  into  con- 

^3^^^^^_     sideration  by  the  court. 

Pritoner.         The  court  having  directed  the  officer  to  read  the  entries  in  the 

Crown  books^  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  was  bound  to  keep  the 

peace  to  his  wife,  and  further^  to  appear  when  called  on  to  receive 
the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Baron  Richards  asked  the  prisoner  had  he  anything  to  offer 
why  the  court  should  not  pronounce  judgment  upon  him. 

The  prisoner  proceeded  to  make  a  long  rambling  statement  to 
show  that  he  did  not  mean  to  injure  his  wife  on  the  last  occasion, 
and  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  having  a  knife. 

MoNAHAN,  C.  J. — ^We  are  going  to  sentence  you  for  the  crime 
to  which  you  pleaded  guilty  in  June  last. 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  four  years'  penal  servitude. 
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ixtlarCb. 

COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

April  U  and  11,1856. 

(Before  MoNAHAN,  C.J.,  Richards,  B.,  Ball  and  Jackson,  JJ., 

and  Greene,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  James  Courtney,  (a) 

Perjury — MiUeriali^ — Coroner's  inquest — Question  for  judge — Nature 

and  extent  of  coroner's  inquiry. 

The  duty  cf  the  coroner  is  not  confined  to  ascertaining  the  cause  of 
deaths  InU  fie  s/undd  inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  attending  it;  and, 
therefore^  when  a  witness  has  untruly  answered  on  a  coroner's  inquest 
that  he  and  the  deceased^  with  whom  he  had  been  in  company^  had  not 
hten  tippling^  or  in  a  public-house^  on  tJie  evening  preceding  the  death, 
such  answer  is  material  to  the  inquiry,  and  will,  if  untrue,  support  an 
iu&ctmeni  for  perjury. 

StmbUy —  The  question  of  materiality  is  one  for  the  judge  and  not  the 
ptry  to  decide  upon.  Per  Monahan,  C.  J.,  Richards,  B.,  Jackson,  J., 
and  Chreene,  B.    Ball,  J,,  dubitante. 

^'^'jwy  assigned,  on  answers  of  the  prisoner,  that  he  had  not  tasted  any 
intomeaHng  drink,  or  been  in  a  public'house  on  a  particular  evening. 
These  asuwers  were  given  on  an  inquest  held  on  the  bodif  of  a  man 
vho  had  been  found  dead,  but  without  any  marks  of  violence  or  any- 
thing  to  cause  suspicion  of  his  having  died  from  other  than  natural 
causes: 

Odd,  nevertheless,  directly  material,  as  the  coroner  was  bound  to  inquire 
into  all  the  circumstances  attending  death. 

On  the  trial  the  judge  had  left  the  question  of  materiality  to  the  jury, 
vho  found  the  prisoner  guilty :  held,  under  these  circumstances,  that, 
whether  materiality  be  a  question  for  the  judge  or  the  jury,  the  conviction 
foas  right. 

R*  Y.  Lavey  (3  Car.  &  K.  26),  observed  on. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  by 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas : — 
James  Courtney  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 
coanty  of  Eildare  for  peijury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M'Kknka,  Edq.,  Barrister- at- Law. 
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PerfwTjf— 
MateriaiUy. 


him  in  a  deposition  made  by  him  before  a  coroner  while  holding 
an  inquest  on  the  body  of  John  Conolly*  The  indictment  allied 
that  on  the  inquest  it  became  and  was  a  material  question 
whether,  on  the  9th  of  December,  the  said  James  Courtney, 
Patrick  Carroll,  and  John  Conolly,  or  either  of  them,  had  drank 
any  intoxicating  liquor  after  they  had  left  the  Police  Barrack,  and 
before  they  had,  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  arrived  at  the 
guard-room  of  the  60th  Rifles;  and  that,  on  the  said  inquest^  he 
the  said  James  Courtney  swore  that  neither  he  the  said  James 
Courtney,  Patrick  Carroll,  and  John  Conolly,  or  either  of  them, 
had  tasted  any  intoxicating  liquor  at  the  time  they  arrived  at  the 
guard-room  of  the  Bifles,  or  between  that  time  and  the  time  of 
their  leaving  their  barracks,  whereas,  in  truth  and  fact,  they  and 
each  of  them  had  during  that  interval  drank  a  lai^e  quantity  of 
intoxicating  liquor,  to  wit,  two  noggins  of  whisky. 

There  was  another  assignment  of  peijury,  on  a  statement  in 
Courtney's  deposition,  that  they  were  quite  sober  at  the  time  of 
their  arrival  at  the  guard-room,  whereas,  in  fact,  they  were  not 
sober,  but,  on  the  contrary,  intoxicated  and  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  liquor. 

The  first  witness  for  the  Crown  was  Robert  Cooke  Carter,  the 
coroner  of  the  county,  who  proved  that  he  held  an  inquest  on  the 
llth  and  12th  of  December  on  the  body  of  John  Conolly,  a  con- 
stable of  police,  who  died  on  the  18th  of  December,  that  the 
prisoner  Courtney  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and  made  and 
signed  the  deposition  which  he  produced  and  which  was  read.  He 
also  produced  and  proved  the  other  proceedings  at  the  inquest, 
which  I  received  as  evidence  of  the  holding  of  the  inquest  and 
proceedings  thereat 

The  next  witness  for  the  prosecution  was  Patrick  Doyle,  who 
proved  that  he  was  doing  business  in  a  public-house  on  the  Cur- 
ragh ;  that  Courtney,  Carroll,  and  Conolly  came  to  the  public- 
house  about  seven  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  9th  of  December, 
and  had  some  whisky  and  punch ;  that  they  left  in  a  short  time, 
and  returned  again  to  the  public-house  in  about  an  hour,  that  is, 
about  eight  o'clock,  and  hsbd  a  nogpn  of  spirits ;  that  they  left  in 
a  short  time  after  drinking  the  spirits. 

John  McOwen,  a  waiter  in  the  public-house,  proved  that,  on 
the  second  occasion  deposed  to  by  the  previous  witness,  he  had 
seen  the  three  policemen  in  the  public^house ;  that  he  had  served 
them  with  a  noggin  of  whisky,  but  that,  not  having  spoken  to 
them,  and  their  coats  being  buttoned  up,  and  they  mufBed,  he  was 
not  able  to  identify  them. 

Michael  Harman  also  proved  that  he  was  in  the  public-house  on 
the  9th  of  December  last,  the  Sunday  night  before  the  inquest, 
saw  the  three  policemen,  Courtney,  Carroll,  and  Conolly,  get  a 
noffgin  of  whisky.  ConoUy  gave  witness  part  of  it.  Conolly 
ana  .Courtney  drank  the  remainder  of  the  noggin. 

Thomas  Priest,  a  soldier  of  the  60th  Rifles,  proved  that,  on  the 
night  of  Sunday  the  9th  of  December^  about  half-past  ten  o'clock, 
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the  prisoner  Courtney,  ConoIIj,  and  another  policeman,  came  to  the 
gnard-room  of  the  Bifles ;  they  said  they  had  lost  their  way ;  they 
appeared  to  be  intoxicated ;  they  remained  about  ten  or  fifteen 
minntes  and  then  went  away. 

This  was  the  case  for  the  prosecution.  At  the  close  of  the  case, 
a  discussion  arose  as  to  whether  the  evidence  supported  the  per- 
juries assigned.  I  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  prisoner  and  the  two  other  policemen  had  taken  intoxi- 
cating dnnk  in  the  interval  between  leaving  the  Police  Barrack 
and  coming  to  the  guard-room  of  the  Bifles,  but  not  as  to  the  party 
having  been  intoxicated.  A  discussion  then  arose  as  to  whether 
the  matter,  which  I  considered  there  was  evidence  of  being  false, 
was  material,  and  whether  I  was  to  decide  whether  it  was  material 
or  to  leave  it  to  the  jury. 

It  was  not  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  that  there  were 
any  grounds  for  supposing  that  the  deceased  Conolly  had  come  by 
his  death  from  any  act  of  the  prisoner's  or  any  one  else,  and  that  he 
had  died  from  the  effects  of  having  been  exposed  to  the  night  air. 

If  I  had  been  obliged  to  decide  as  to  the  materiality  of  the 
question,  I  would  have  held  it  immaterial ;  but,  at  the  instance  of 
the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  I  left  the  question  of  materiality  to  the 
jury,  at  the  same  time  informing  them  that  as  no  case  was  made 
at  the  inquest,  and  as  there  were  no  grounds  for  supposing  that 
the  deceased  had  committed  suicide,  or  that  any  one  had  committed 
a  homicide,  that  it  did  not  occur  to  me  how  the  question,  as  to 
whether  the  police  party  had  drank,  was  material,  at  the  same  time 
I  left  the  question  of  materiality  to  the  jury. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  perjury,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  question  was  materiid.  I  respited  sentence  until  the 
next  assizes.  The  prisoner,  not  being  able  to  find  bail,  he  remains 
in  custody. 

I  beg  leave  to  submit  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  following 
questions: — 

Ist  Was  the  materiality  of  the  matter,  in  which  the  false 
swearing  was  proved,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury, 
or  a  question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  me  ? 

2nd.  If  the  question  of  materiality  was  for  the  jury,  was  there 
any  evidence  of  such  materiality  sufficient  to  be  submitted  to  the 

3rd.  If  the  question  of  materiality  was  for  the  court,  and  not 
for  the  jury,  should  I  have  held  the  question  to  have  been  material 
or  immaterial? 

4th.  Is  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner  a  valid  conviction,  or  is  it 
mvalid,  and  such  as  should  be  reversed  ? 

James  H.  Monahan. 

A  copy  of  the  indictment  was  annexed  to  the  case.  The  fol- 
lowing extract  contains  so  much  as  will  be  found  necessary :  — 

**  And  tlie  jurors  first  aforesaid,  &c.,  do  further  present  that,  at 
and  upon  the  said  inquest,  it  became  and  was  a  material  question 
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whether^  on  the  0aid  9th  day  of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
the  said  James  Courtney,  John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll,  or 
any  of  them,  had  drank  any  intoxicating  liquor  during  a  certain 
space  of  time?  to  wit,  during  the  space  of  time  elapsed  between 
tne  time  of  the  said  departure  of  the  said  James  Courtney,  John 
ConoUy,  and  Patrick  Carroll  from  the  said  constabulary  barrack 
and  the  time  of  the  said  arrival  of  the  said  James  Courtney, 
John  ConoUy,  and  Patrick  Carroll  at  the  said  guard-room  of  the 
said  Bifle  corps ;  and  that,  at  and  upon  the  said  inquest,  it  also 
became  and  was  a  material  question  whether,  on  the  said  9th  day 
of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said  James  Courtney, 
John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll  respectively,  were  sober  and 
free  from  the  influence  of  intoxicating  liquor  during  the  said  spaoe 
of  time  so  as  aforesaid  elapsed  between  the  said  departure  and  the 
said  arrival  of  the  said  James  Courtney,  John  Conolly,  and 
Patrick  Carroll.  And  the  jurors,  &c.  present  that  the  said  James 
Courtney  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  &c.  &c.  did  knowingly^ 
wilfully  and  maliciously,  before  the  said  jurors  so  sworn  as  afore- 
said, and  before  Mr.  Robert  Cooke  Carter,  coroner,  as  afaresiddy 
upon  a  certain  examination  and  deposition  then  and  there  in  that 
behalf  made  and  taken,  did  depose  and  swear  in  writing,  amongst 
other  things,  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to 
say, '  I  (meaning  the  said  James  Courtney)  positively  declare  on 
my  oath  (meaning  the  oath  of  the  said  James  Courtney)  that 
neither  the  deceased  (meaning  the  said  John  Conolly)  nor  sub- 
constable  Carroll  (meaning  the  said  Patrick  Carroll),  nor  I  (mean* 
ing  the  said  James  Courtney)  had  tasted  drink  (meaning  intoxi- 
cating liquor)  at  the  time  we  (meaning  the  said  James  Courtney, 
John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll)  arrived  at  the  guard-room  of 
the  Rifles  (meaning  the  said  guard* room  of  the  said  Rifle  Coi^), 
nor  between  that  time  (meaning  the  time  of  the  said  arrival  of  the 
said  James  Courtney,  John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll,  at  the 
said  guard-room)  and  the  time  of  our  leaving  our  barracks  (mean- 
ing the  time  of  the  said  departure  of  the  said  James  Courtney, 
John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll,  from  the  said  constabula^ 
barrack),  and  that  both  the  deceased  (meaning  the  said  John 
Conolly)  and  Carroll  (meaning  the  said  Patriae  Carroll)  were 
quite  sober  during  the  entire  time  (meaning  the  said  space  of  time 
60  as  aforesaid  elapsed  between  the  said  departure  and  the  said 
arrival  of  the  said  James  Courtney,  John  UonoUy,  and  Patrick 
Carroll)  and  thereby  them  (meaning  that  none  of  them  the  said 
James  Courtney,  John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll)  had  drank 
any  intoxicating  liquor  during  die  said  space  of  time  so  as  afore- 
said elapsed  between  the  said  departure  and  the  said  arrival  of  the 
said  James  Courtney,  John  Conolly,  and  Patrick  Carroll,  and 
thereby  them  (also  meaning  that  each  of  them  the  said  John 
Conolly  and  Patrick  Carroll)  was  sober  and  free  from  the  influence 
of  intoxicating  liquor  during  the  said  space  of  time,'  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  &c.  ftc." 
J.  A.  CurratL — There  are  two  objections  to  this  conviction. 
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The  Btatements  on  which  the  peijary  was  aseigned  were  not  ma*- 
terial  to  the  inquiry  before  the  coroner,  and  further,  the  judge 
ought  to  have  decided  the  question  of  materiality  and  not 
left  it  as  he  did  to  the  jury,  [ureene,  B. — Is  this  your  proposi- 
tion, that  in  all  cases  the  question  of  materiality  is  for  the  judge 
and  not  the  jury,  or  is  it  in  this  particular  case  you  contend  he 
ought  to  have  decided  it?]  I  think  he  ought  to  have  left  to 
them  whether  certain  facts  were  proved,  and  if  they  thought  they 
were,  that  they  showed  the  prisoner's  statements  to  be  material, 
and  should  find  the  prisoner  guilty.  In  The  Queen  v.  Looey 
(3  Car.  &  Kirw.  26),  which  is  the  only  case  which  can  be  cited  on 
the  other  side,  it  is  very  doubtful  if  it  is  not  an  authority  in 
my  favour.  In  that  case  peijury  was  assigned  on  untrue  answers 
of  the  prisoner  when  cross-examined  as  a  witness  in  a  County 
Conrt  proceeding.  The  prisoner  had,  on  her  cross-examination, 
sworn  &lsely  that  she  had  never  been  tried  at  the  Old  Bailey, 
and  had  never  been  in  custody  at  the  Thames  Police  Station. 
After  the  case  for  the  prosecution  had  been  proved,  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  called  for  an  acquittal,  urging  that  the  evidence  on 
which  the  perjury  was  assigned  was  immaterial  When  Lord 
Campbell,  who  tried  the  case,  asks  this  question  :  **  Is  materiality 
a  question  for  the  iudge?"  The  prisoner's  counsel  insists  that  it 
]s»  and  that  the  judge  should  direct  an  acquittal,  because  there  was 
no  evidence  of  materialily.  His  lordship  thought,  however,  there 
was^  and  refused  to  stop  the  case,  and,  in  leavmg  the  case  to  the 
jury,  we  find  this  passage  in  his  charge,  *^  I  cannot  say  the  evi<> 
dence  was  not  material"  Rex  v.  Dunatan  (Ryan  &  Moody,  109), 
IS  an  authority  for  both  propositions^  that  the  question  is  for  the 
judge,  and  that  the  prisoner's  statements  were  not  material  In 
that  case  it  was  held,  that  the  denial  of  an  agreement,  which  by 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  not  binding  on  the  parties,  was  imma- 
terial and  irrelevant,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  an 
acquittal  The  peijury  chained  was  contained  in  an  answer  in 
Chancery,  and  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner  that  the  denial 
of  an  agreement,  which  the  court  had  no  power  to  enforce,  was 
immaterial  and  irrelevant  to  the  investigation  of  the  several  mat- 
ters in  the  bill  in  Chanoery,  and  that,  consequently,  as  the  false 
statements  of  the  prisoner  could  not  affect  the  results  of  the  Chan- 
cery cause,  they  were  not  material,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  an 
acquittal  In  that  case,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says :  ^  It  is  necessary 
that  the  matter  sworn  to,  and  said  to  be  false,  should  be  material 
and  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue ;  the  matter  here  sworn  is,  in 
my  judgment,  immaterial  and  irrelevant,  and  the  defendant  must 
be  atquitted.''  I  contend  that,  in  the  present  case,  whether  the 
prisoner  and  others  had  been  drinking  in  a  public-house  in  the 
evening  in  question,  could  have  no  effect  on  the  finding  of  the 
coroner's  juir,  as  the  cause  of  death  was,  beyond  all  question, 
aoddental  He  also  cited  IL  v.  FhUpois  (5  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  362) ; 
B.  V.  BaU  (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  360) ;  and  B.  v.  Nkholb  (1  Bam.  & 
Ad.  21.)     In  none  of  these  cases  did  the  judge  leave  the  whole 
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case  to  the  juiy.  In  Reg.  v.  Overton  (Car.  &  Mar.  655),  the  fifteen 
judges  decided^  as  a  question  of  law^  upon  the  materiality  of  the 
answer  on  which  the  perjury  was  assigned. 

Benoieky  Serjt  (with  whom  Corballis,  Q.  C,  Battersby,  Q,  C, 
and  Crawford)^  for  the  Crown.— First,  as  to  the  way  in  which  the 
materiality  is  stated  in  the  indictment,  it  is  sufficient  to^  state  it 
thus  generally,  and  from  facts  which  would  establish  this^  aver- 
ment. It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  in  extenso  those  particulars 
which  would  show  that  the  answers  on  which  peijury  was  asngned 
were  material,  2  Chitty's  Crim.  Law,  307a.  Aa  to  leaving  the 
question  of  materiality  to  the  jury,  his  lordship  was  right  in  the 
course  he  took  on  the  trial.  In  Rex  v.  DowUn  (5  T.  B.  311),  which 
was  an  indictment  for  perjury,  there  were  two  questions  raised,  by 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  one  that  the  general  averment  of 
materiality  was  not  sufficient,  the  other,  that  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  that  case  the  answers  of  the  prisoner  were  not 
material,  and  Lord  Kenyon  thus  disposes  of  them : — *^  But  it  has 
been  objected  that  it  was  necessary  to  set  forth  in  the  indict^ 
ment  so  much  of  the  proceedings  of  the  former  trial  as  wiU 
show  the  materiality  of  the  question  on  which  the  perjury  is 
assigned.  If  it  were  necessary,  and  if  the  question  arose  on  the 
credit  due  to  the  witness,  the  whole  of  the  evidence  given  before 
must  be  set  forth :  but  that  has  never  been  held  to  be  necessarr^ 
it  having  always  been  adjudged  to  be  sufficient  to  allege  generally 
that  the  particular  question  became  a  material  question.  That 
allegation  was  wanting  in  R.  v.  McKeron^  and  that  was  held  to  be  a 
decisive  objection.  But  here  it  is  averred  that  the  question  on  which 
the  perjury  was  assigned  was  a  material  question,  and  the  jury  hccoe 
found  it  to  be  to  by  their  verdict/*  Hence,  it  appears,  that  the  ques^ 
tion  was  left  to  the  jury,  and  that  no  objection  was  raised  or  sug- 
gested to  so  doing.  [Jackson,  J. — I  don't  think  that  means 
anything  more  than  that  the  Jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty.]  As  to 
the  question  of  materiality,  there  is  something  more  to  be  inquired 
into  by  the  coroner  than  the  actual  cause  of  death,  as  murder,  felo 
de  «e,  or  accident.  The  summary  of  the  Duties  of  the  Coroner  by 
Britton  is  to  be  found  in  the  Appendix  to  Baker  on  Coroners, 
and  it  is  stated  in  Article  26 :  ^^  If  the  coroner  do  find  that  any  one 
hath  come  to  his  death  by  misadventure,  let  him  then  inquire  by 
what  accident,  whether  by  drowning,  or  by  a  fall,  or  by  killing 
without  other  prepensed  malice,  or  was  a  felon  himself.  If  the 
accident  happen  by  drowning,  let  it  be  inquired  whether  it  was  in 
the  sea,  or  fresh  water,  or  in  a  well,  moat,  or  ditch,  and  how  the 
person  became  drowned ;  also  from  what  vessel  he  fell,  what  things 
were  in  the  vessel,  to  whose  hands  they  came,  and  of  what  value, 
and  who  first  found  the  body.  If  the  drowning  was  in  a  well,  let 
it  be  inquired  who  owned  the  well ;"  and  similar  particulars  are 
pointed  out  at  length  in  subsequent  articles  as  to  tiie  duty  of  the 
coroner.  I  say  the  prisoner's  answers  were  material  in  two  ways, 
both  as  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  death  were  felonious  or  other- 
wise, and  as  to  the  circumstances  attending  it    It  is  not  necessary 
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tliat  the  jury  should  have  been  influeDced  by  the  prisoner's  answers, 
if  they  were  not  trae,  and  if  they  were  intended  to  mislead.  I  say, 
if  it  was  material  to  ascertain  whether  death  had  been  caused  by  in- 
toxication, or  from  exhaustion  and  exposure,  and  if  it  were  material 
to  ascertain  whether  the  prisoner  and  the  deceased  had  been  intoxi- 
cated, it  was  a  step  to  that  inquiry  to  ascertain  if  they  had  been 
drinking  in  a  public-house  on  the  evening  in  question.  Whether 
such  fact  would  or  would  not  throw  light  on  the  cause  of  death,  it 
was  equally  material  on  a  coroner's  inquiry,  as  the  coroner  was 
bound  to  inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  preceding  and  accom- 
panying the  death.  Reg.  v.  Overton  shows  that  any  matter  which 
may  be  a  step  in  the  proof  of  the  subject  to  be  inquired  into,  no 
matter  how  alight,  is  material  In  Bea.  v.  Overton  (Carring.  & 
Marsh.  655),  it  is  expressly  decided  by  the  fifteen  judges,  on  a 
Crown  case  reserved,  that  every  question  on  the  cross-examination 
of  a  witness  which  may  mislead  the  jury,  is  material,  and  Lord 
Denman  says:  '^  You  cannot  dispute  that  everything  that  comes  out 
on  a  trial  is  material,  if  it  goes  to  the  credit  of  the  witness  f  and 
Lord  Abinger  says :  ^  Every  question  on  cross-examination  which 
goes  to  the  credit  of  the  witness  is  material.  If  a  witness  wer6 
asked  in  cross^xamination  whether  he  was  in  such  a  place  at  such 
a  time,  and  he  denies  it,  that  would  be  material  if  it  went  to  his 
credit.- 

6b££K£,  B. — Reg.  v.  Overton,  I  think,  shows  that  the  question 
of  materiality  is  one  for  the  judge,  as,  in  that  case,  the  judge  who 
tried  the  case,  after  consulting  with   Baton  Parke,  decides  the 

Question,  and  again,  that  is  one  of  the  questions  reserved  for  the 
fteen  judges,  and  on  which  they  decided.  There  is  also  a  case  in 
10  Q.  B.(a),  in  which  you  will  fi[nd,  on  the  argument  of  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial,  one  of  the  points  was,  that  the  third  count  of  the  indict- 
ment depended  on  the  materiality  of  a  fact,  which  was  not  material, 
and  on  this  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  decided  the  point  as  a  matter 
of  law.  I  can  conceive  an  exceptional  case,  where  the  judge  may 
leave  the  question  of  materiality  to  the  jury,  subject  to  certain 
instructions. 

Berwick,  Serjt. — To  leave  every  question  of  fact  to  the  jury  is  the 
course  dictated  by  common  sense,  as  well  as  constitutional  law. 
The  grand  jury,  when  biUs  are  before  them  such  as  this,  decide 
upon  the  question  of  materiality.  The  prisoner  suffers  nothing,  if 
the  answers  on  which  peijury  was  assigned  were  material,  because, 
if  the  judge  had  decided  the  question,  he  ought  to  have  decided 
against  him,  and  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  have  decided  against 
hun.  He  sJso  cited  Haw.  P.  C.  Cor.  433;  2  Bume's  Justice  of  the 
Peace,  48 ;  1  Bacon  Abr.  (Tit.)  Coroner. 

•/.  jL  Curran,  in  reply. — As  to  the  argument  drawn  from  the 
practice  of  the  grand  jury,  it  might  equally  be  aigued  that^  they 
were  proper  judges  as  to  whether  n  proceeding  were  judicial  or 
not,  as  they  find  in  this  case  that  the  perjury  was  committed  in  a 
jovial  proceeding. 

(a)  The  Queen  v.  Sekleeutgtr, 
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MoNAHAN,  C.  J. — In  this  case,  the  questionB  argued,  or  rather 
some  of  them,  are  of  great  importance.  Haying  had  time  to  con- 
sider, we  do  not  think  we  require  further  time  before  giving 
judgment,  and  that  we  may  now  dispose  of  the  case.  The  first 
Q'^^s*^^^  which  has  been  argued  is,  whether  the  answer  of  the 
Maierialii^,  prisoner,  that  certain  persons,  amongst  whom  was  the  prisoner, 
had  not  been  drinking  on  a  particular  night,  was  material  or 
not?  This  is  the  substantial  point  in  the  case  before  us.  At 
the  trial,  not  having  had  an  opportunity  of  considering  the 
nature  of  the  inquiry  which  is  held  by  coroners,  I  was  of  opinion 
that  the  answer  was  not  material.  It  occurred  to  me  then,  as  it 
was  virtually  conceded  both  on  the  inquest  and  on  the  trial  before 
me,  that  there  was  no  suggestion  of  a  felony  having  been  com- 
mitted by  the  prisoner,  that  rendered  it  material  to  inquire  into  the 
circumstances  connected  with  the  death  of  the  deceased,  and  that  as 
the  death  was  admittedly  accidental,  it  was  not  material  to  ascertain 
whether  the  parties  had,  or  had  not,  been  in  a  public^house.  How- 
ever, on  further  investigation  of  the  authorities  cited,  and  the  cases 
as  to  the  duty  of  coroners,  and  what  the  inquiry  ought  to  be  oh  the 
inquest,  and  on  referring  to  the  passages  in  Hawkins  and  else- 
where on  the  subject,  we  consider  that  the  opinion  I  entertained 
on  the  trial,  as  to  the  duty  of  the  coroner,  was  not  correct.  His 
duty  is  to  inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  attending,  or  which 
might  have  caused,  the  death  of  the  person  upon  whom  the  inquiry- 
is  held.  That  being  so,  it  at  once  became  material  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  death  had  not  been  caused,  to  some  extent,  by  the 
deceased  having  been  tippling  in  a  public-house,  and,  therefore,  in 
a  state  to  render  it  more  probable  that  he  should  have  lost  his 
way.  Although  there  was  not  evidence  that  the  persons  in  this 
party  were  drunk,  yet  the  way  in  which  they  separated  on  the  even- 
ing m  question,  was  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry  for  the  coroner. 
We,  therefore,  think  the  statement,  that  they  had  not  tasted  drink^ 
or  entered  a  public-house  in  the  interval  stated,  was  a  material  sub- 
ject of  inquiry,  and  if  it  were  in  my  province  to  decide  it,  that  I 
should  have  decided  against  the  prisoner.  Then,  as  to  the  other 
question  that  has  been  argued,  namely,  whether  I  ought  to  have 
decided  the  question  of  materiality,  and  not  have  left  it  to  the  jury, 
we  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  to  decide  that 
one  way  or  the  other  in  this  case.  As  far  as  my  individual  opinion 
goes,  I  am  disposed  to  think  the  question  is  one  for  the  judge. 
As  for  the  case  of  Hie  Queen  v.  Lavey^  which  has  been 
cited  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  I  do  not  look  upon  it  as  an 
express  decision  that  the  question  is  one  for  the  jury.  I  think  the 
course  generally  taken  is  right,  and  that  it  is  for  the  judge  and  not 
the  jury  to  decide  the  question  of  materiality,  and  if  it  were 
necessary,  would  be  prepared  to  decide,  that  in  this  case  I  ought 
to  have  ruled  the  point  and  not  left  it  to  the  jury.  Even  supposing 
this  course  had  been  taken,  and  that  I  should  have  directed  the 
jury  to  find  him  guilty,  we  are  all  of  opinion  there  is  nothing 
erixmeous  in  the  conviction.  As  to  the  case  before  Lord  Campbell, 
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I  do  not  think  it  established  a  new  role.   The  question  there  arose       ^^' 
m  this  way.   There  was  a  trial  before  the  judge  of  a  County  Court,    comJ^w 

on  tiiat  tnal  there  was  a  controversy  as  to  whether  certain  goods        

had  been  sold  by  the  prisoner  to  the  defendants  in  the  County  ^^^^* 
Court  proceedings;  on  cross-examination,  the  plaintiff  having  p^ZZ^ 
been  auked  had  she  been  chtrged  with  certain  offences  in  the  M^nmiatttg. 
Central  Crinnnal  Court,  denied  having  been  ever  in  the  dock^ 
eha^ed,  or  tried  for  a  criminal  offence.  The  question  before  Lord 
Campbell  was,  were  her  false  answers  material  to  that  inquiry. 
The  materiality  depended  on  this :  were  those  answers  calculated  to 
influence  the  judge  as  to  her  fisdthworthiness.  It  may  have  been 
eoDsidered  by  Lord  Campbdl  that,  whether  her  answers  were 
likely  or  not  to  influence  the  judge,  was  a  jury  question.  I  do  not 
feel  called  on,  however,  to  offer  an  opinion  on  that  case.  I  do  not 
think  the  ease  can  be  taken  as  an  authority  one  way  or  the  other. 
For  my  part  I  shall,  in  future,  rule  that  the  question  of  materiality 
IB  for  the  judge,  unless  I  hear  express  authority  to  the  contrary. 
We  are,  however,  all  of  opinion,  tlbac  the  answer  of  the  fHisoner, 
en  which  the  perjuir  was  assigned,  was,  in  fact,  material,  and  that 
I  should  have  so  ruled  it,  and  that  the  conviction  must  be  afiirmed. 

K1GHABD6,  B.-— I  concur  with  the  judgment  pronounced  by  my 
Lord  Chief  Justice  that  the  question  of  materiality  is  one  for  the 
court  and  not  for  the  jury,  and  therdbre  I  think  it  is  for  the  court 
to  tell  the  jury  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  indictment  either  was 
or  was  not  material  I  think  the  case  before  Lord  Campbell  has 
been  pressed  too  stronely.  The  question  there  was  with  reference 
to  an  answer  which  affected  the  ohacacter  and  credit  of  the  wit- 
ness, and  not  to  any  matter  of  fact  which  affected  directly  the 
issue  to  be  inquired  into.  It  was  with  regard  to  the  prisoner's 
own  faithwortbiness.  PossiUy,  if  she  answered  these  questions 
truly,  they  might  not  have  affected  her  evidence,  but  it  was  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  they  nught  affect  her  general  character 
and  faithwortbiness.  It  was  the  ofifoe  of  the  County  Court  judee 
to  dispose  of  the  facts,  and  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  know  the 
character  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  case,  and  Lord  Campbell,  under 
this  particular  state  of  facts,  left  it  to  the  lury  to  consider  whether 
the  matters  imputed  to  die  witness,  if  ^e  had  answered  truly, 
might  not  have  affected  her  general  character.  In  that  sense,  and 
that  only,  it  seems  to  me,  was  the  question  left  to  the  jury  by 
Lord  Campbell  I  think  it  right  to  say  thus  much,  because  I 
bdieve  the  court  is  not  unanimous  on  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  materiality  of  the  prisoner's  answer  is  for  the  judge  or  the  jury 
to  decide  upon. 

Bai«l,  J. — ^I  concur  in  thinking  that  the  answer  of  the  prisoner 
here,  on  which  perjury  was  assigned,  was  material  on  the  inquiry 
before  the  coroner,  and  consequently  that  the  conviction  is  right. 
Bat  as  to  the  point,  whether  the  question  of  materiality  is  for  the 
jodge  or  the  jury,  I  wish  to  be  understood  as  not  expressing  any 
opinion.  In  1860,  for  the  first  time  in  either  country  is  the 
question  raised,  and  I  put  it  in  the  very  words  of  Lord  Campbell 
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Is  materiality  a  question  for  the  judge?  and  how  does  he  answer 
the  question?  By  leaving  it  as  a  question  to  the  jury.  My 
brethren  have  put  it,  that  he  may  have  done  so  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  that  case ;  he^  however,  does  not  put  it  on  the 
special  circumstances.  The  course  he  took  may  have  been  from 
tne  peculiarity  of  the  case,  and,  from  some  defect  in  the  report,  it 
may  not  appear.  Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  sufficient,  in  the  present 
case,  that  we  all  think  the  answers  were  material,  and  we  have 
that  opinion  confirmed  by  the  jury,  so  that,  no  matter  which  may 
be  the  proper  tribunal  to  decide,  the  prisoner  has  been  properly 
convicted. 

Jackson,  J. — In  this  case,  although  there  is  no  difference  of 
opinion  on  the  main  question  for  our  determination,  namelv  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  conviction,  it  may  be  right  for  the  members  of 
the  court  to  express  their  opinions  on  the  questions  raised.  It  is 
only  necessary  for  us  to  decide  whether  this  conviction  is  valid  or 
invalid.  We  hold  that  the  conviction  was  valid ;  and  I  think  it 
would  be  too  much  to  say  it  was  invalid,  because  a  course  the  most 
favourable  for  the  prisoner  was  taken.  The  main  question  on 
which  the  validity  of  this  conviction  must  depend  is  tms — ^was  the 
prisoner's  answering,  on  which  the  peijury  has  been  assigned, 
material  or  immaterial,  to  the  subject-matter  of  testimony  on  the 
inquest  ?  and  on  that  there  is  no  difficulty.  We  are  all  dearly  of 
opinion  it  was  material,  and  not  on  the  ground  of  its  affecting  the 
character  or  credit  of  the  prisoner,  but  because  it  was  material  for 
the  coroner  to  ascertain,  not  alone  the  actual  cause  of  death,  as 
murder,  felo  de  se,  or  otherwise,  but  also  all  the  cirumstanoes 
attending  it.  Now,  to  ascertain  the  way  in  which  the  deceased 
spent  the  evening  before  his  death  was  surely  a  necessary  part  of 
ms  duty.  I  do  not  feel  called  on  to  decide  whether  the  question 
of  materiality  is  for  the  judge  or  the  jury,  and  it  might  be  rash  to 
do  so  unnecessarily ;  but  it  does  appear  to  me  after  being  referred 
to  a  great  deal  of  authority,  that  the  uniform  practice  has  been  for 
the' judge  to  determine  it  as  a  question  of  law,  and  no  case  has 
been  cited  to  throw  doubt  upon  it  before  that  case  of  IL  v.  Lavey» 
I  think  that  case  may  be  explained  so  as  not  to  affect  the  previous 
course  of  practice.  In  that  case  there  was  properly  a  question  for 
the  juiT>  namely,  whether  the  plaintiff's  credit  might  be  in- 
fluenced by  her  answering  truly,  reserving  any  other  question  of 
law. 

Greene,  B. — I  concur  as  to  the  propriety  of  convicting  the 

frisoner  on  the  srounds  stated  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  because 
consider  that  tne  question  and  answer  on  which  the  perjury  was 
assigned  were  material,  and  whether  it  be  the  province  of  the  judge 
or  the  jury  to  decide  the  question,  the  fact  having  been  found  by 
the  junr  in  the  way  in  which  the  judge  ousht  to  have  directed 
them,  I  think  the  conviction  is  right  If  it  were  necessary  to 
decide  the  abstract  question,  as  to  whose  province  it  is  to  decide 
as  to  materiality,  I  should  have  required  further  time  to  make  up 
my  mind  fully  on  tlie  subject ;  but  if  it  were  now  necessary,  I 
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sboold  hare  little  hefiitation  in  agreeing  with  all  except  my  brother       ^^^ 
Ball,  for  it  appears  to  have  been  the  uniform  course  of  practice    ooubtrbt. 

for  Uie  judge  to  decide  whether  the  state  of  facts  falsely  deposed        

to  were  material  or  not  to  the  inquiry  upon  which  these  &lse        ^^^^ 

statements  were  made.     I  have  always  been  accustomed  to  con-     Piijj^ 

aider  the  question  as  one  for  the  ju<^e  and  not  for  the  jury.     I    MateriaUig. 

was  rather  surprised  to  see  the  point  reserved  for  this  court ;  but, 

after  that  case  of  IL  v.  Lavey,  I  should  have  taken  further  time  to 

make  up  my  mind  on  the  point ;  as  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary, 

I  do  not  wish  this  to  be  considered  a  solemn  decision  of  the  court 

upon  that  point,  although  I  have  a  stronjs  opinion  that  the  question 

18  one  for  tiie  judge  and  not  the  jury.     On  the  other  points  I  have 

no  doubt  whatever. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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May  3,  1856. 

(Before  Jebyis,  C. J.,  Wightman,  Cbesswell,  and  Erle,  JJ., 

and  Bbamwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Henry  Hodgson,  (a) 

Forgery  ^Intent  to  defraud — Altering  the  name  in  diploma  of  College 

of  Surgeons. 

Notwithstanding  the  statute  14  ^  15  Vict,  c.  100,  s.  8,  which  renders  it 
unnecessary  in  an  indictment  for  forgery  to  allege  an  intent  to 
defraud  any  particular  person^  it  is  essential  to  a  conviction  that  suck 
an  intent  should  be  proved ;  and  where  a  diploma  of  the  College  of 
Surgeons  was  altered  by  substituting  one  name  for  another  and 
changing  the  date,  and  the  person  who  altered  it  did  so  in  order  to 
induce  a  belief  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  college,  but  had  no  intent 
to  commit  any  particular  fraud  or  specific  wrong  to  any  individu€d: 

Held,  thcU  he  could  not  be  properly  convicted  of  forgery  at  common  law. 

HENRY  HODGSON  was  indicted  at  common  law  for  forging 
and  uttering  a  diploma  of  the  College  of  Surgeons.  The 
indictment  was  in  the  common  form.  The  College  of  Surgeons 
has  no  power  of  conferring  any  degree  or  qualification^  but  before 
admitting  persons  to  its  membership,  it  examines  them  as  to 
their  surgical  knowledge,  and,  if  satisfied  therewith,  admits  them 
and  issues  a  document  cidled  a  diploma,  which  states  the  member- 
ship. The  prisoner  had  forged  one  of  these  diplomas.  He  pro- 
cured one  actually  issued  by  the  College  of  Surgeons,  erased  the 
name  of  the  person  mentioned  in  it  and  substituted  his  own,  and 
changed  the  date  and  made  other  alterations  to  make  it  appear  to 
be  a  document  issued  by  the  coUege  to  him.  He  huns  it  up  in 
his  sittinff-room,  and,  on  heins  asked  by  two  other  medical  practi- 
tioners whether  he  was  qualified,  he  said  he  was,  and  produced 
this  document  to  prove  his  asseition.  When  a  candidate  for  an 
appointment  as  vaccinating  officer,  he  stated  he  had  his  qualifica- 
tion and  would  show  it  if  the  person  inquiring  (the  clerk  of  the 
guardians  who  were  to  appoint  to  the  office)  would  go  to  his  (the 
prisoner's)  gig.    He  did  notj  however,  then  produce  and  show  it 

(a)  Reported  by  A  BnTLsnoH,  Eiq.,  Barrister*  at-Law. 
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The  prisoner  was  found  guilty.  The  fiicts  to  be  taken  to  be  that  he 
forged  the  document  in  question,  with  the  general  intent  to  induce 
a  belief  that  the  document  was  genuine,  and  that  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  College  of  Surgeons^  and  that  he  showed  it  to  two 
persona  with  the  particular  intent  to  induce  such  belief  in  those 
persons,  but  that  he  had  no  intent  in  forging  or  in  the  uttering  and 
pobliahing  (assuming  there  was  one)  to  commit  any  particular 
fraud  or  spedfic  wrong  to  any  individual.  BramweU^  B.,  re- 
served for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  the  question 
whether,  on  these  facts,  he  ought  to  have  been  found  guilty  on 
any  of  the  counts. 

Byrne  for  the  prisoner. — The  conviction  is  wrong.  The  jury 
have  found  that  the  prisoner  had  no  intention  to  injure  or  defraud 
any  particular  individual,  and  without  such  an  intention,  the  offence 
of  forgery  was  not  complete,  according  to  the  authorities  cited  in 
1  Buss.  362.  The  cases  of  R.  v.  Toshack  (4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  38 ;  1 
Den.  C.  C.  492),  and  B.  v.  Sharman  (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  312),  are  dis- 
tinguishable. In  B.  V.  ToshcLcky  the  prisoner  forged  a  Trinity  House 
certificate  of  fitness  to  act  as  a  pilot ;  and,  in  B.  v.  Sharman^  the  pri- 
soner foned  and  uttered  a  certificate  of  qualification  for  the  office 
of  schoolmaster  to  the  very  persons  in  whose  gifl  the  office  was. 
There  the  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  those  very  persons  was 
dearly  established ;  and  the  decision  in  B.  y.  Toshack  went  upon  the 
ground  of  the  serious  public  mischief  which  might  result  from  the 
forgery  of  a  document  of  that  nature.  [Erle,  J. — I  do  not  see 
any  great  distinction  between  the  danger  of  loss  of  life  at  sea, 
through  the  employment  of  an  incompetent  pilot,  and  the  danger 
of  loss  of  life  on  land  through  the  employment  of  an  incompetent 
eorgeon.l  The  pilot's  certificate  confers  a  distinct  privilege,  and 
10  essential  to  the  employment.  It  is  that  upon  which  those  who 
employ  him  rely ;  but  the  diploma  of  the  College  of  Surgeons  has 
not  the  same  efficacy.  It  is  not  a  degree ;  and  gives  no  special 
privilege ;  nor  is  it  m  general  relied  upon  by  those  who  employ 
the  sui^eon.  Here  there  was  no  intent  to  use  the  forged  instru-^ 
ment  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  any  particular  person  or  per^ 
ions ;  whereas,  in  jR.  v.  Toshachy  there  must  have  been  such  an 
intent.  [Jervis,  C.  J. — There  would  have  been  some  difficulty 
certainly  oefore  Lord  Campbell's  Act  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100)  in 
alleging  the  intent  to  defraud.  Who  could  have  been  named  ?] 
Nobody  could  have  been  named.  There  was  no  attempt  to  utter 
it  to  any  one  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  that  one.  The  intent 
most  exist  at  the  time  of  the  forgery^  and  here  the  evidence  fails 
to  prove  that.  The  diploma  may  have  been  altered  many  years 
ago;  and  the  prisoner  had  kept  it  in  his  own  possession.  [  Wight- 
XAK,  J. — Was  there  not  evidence  of  an  intention  to  defraud  the 
guardians  T\  Certainly  not  at  the  time  of  the  forgery ;  and  there 
was  no  subsequent  uttering  to  them. 

Scotland,  contrJL — It  is  not  necessary  in  a  case  like  this  that  an 
intention  to  defraud  any  individual  should  be  proved.  It  is  enough 
if  there  was  a  general  purpose  of  deceit ;  and  if  the  fraud  was  of  such 
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a  nature  that  Bome  persons  might  be  injured  thereby^  the  document 
in  question  being  of  ap  ublic  nature:  (1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  70,  s.  1 1.)   It 
is  found  in  the  case  that  the  College  of  Surgeons  has  no  power  of 
conferring  any  degree  or  qualification ;  but  tne  diploma  is  evidence 
of  membership ;  and,  practically^  it  entitles  the  holder  to  numerous 
privileges,  some  of  which  are  conferred  by  statute  upon  members 
of  the  college  as  such.   The  Sanatory  Acts,  the  Gaol  Acts,  the  acts 
relating  to  compulsory  Yaccination,  and  to  the  care  and  treatment 
of  lunatics  are  instances;  and  the  proper  discharge  of  the  re- 
sponsible duties  imposed  by  these  enactments  is  a  matter  of  public 
concern.     [Bbamwell,  B. — But  the  possession  of  the  diploma 
cannot  be  said  in  any  way  to  confer  these  privileges,  which  depend 
upon  the  statutory  enactments.]     Still  they  render  it  a  matter  of 
great  public  importance  that  none  but  duly  qualified  persons 
should  DC  able  to  represent  themselves  as  members  of  the  College 
of  Surgeons;  and  on  that  ground  it  becomes  an  indictable  offence' 
at  common  law  for  an  unqualified  person  to  attempt,  by  any 
fraudulent  contrivancej  to  represent  himself  as  a  member  of  the 
college.    In  East's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  forgery  is  defined  to  be 
the  making  or  altering  of  a  written  instrument  **  for  the  purpose  of 
fraud  or  deceit.''    [Eble,  J. — Would  it  not  have  been  enough 
to  allege  an  intent  to  deceive  divers  persons  to  the  jurors  unknown, 
to  wit,  all  the  patients  of  his  late  partner ;  and  would  not  that 
have  been  proved  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  would.  [Jebyis,  C.  J. — 

1  should  consider  that  a  dangerous  doctrine.]     In  R.  v.  Ward^ 

2  Ltd.  Baym.  1461,  it  appears  to  have  been  assumed  that  if  the 
fraud  might  injure  any  one  the  offence  would  be  committed* 
[Jbbyib,  C.  J. — Hardly  so,  for  the  indictment  there  did  contain 
an  allegation  of  intent  to  defraud  the  Duke  of  Buckingham,  whose 
order  was  forged.]  In  2  Bussell  on  Crimes,  357,  a  case  is  cited 
from  1  Levinz,  138,  where  it  was  held  to  be  forgery  to  produce  a 
false  certificate  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  holy  orders ;  and  that 
case,  as  well  as  R.  v.  Toshach  and  jR.  v.  Sharman,  are  strongly  in 
point.  [Jebyis,  C.  J. — Upon  reference  to  Levinz,  it  appears  that 
the  case  there  was  an  application  for  a  prohibition  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  with  a  view  to  deprive  the 
offender  of  orders,  which  it  was  suggested  he  had  obtained  by 
forgery ;  and  the  court  refused  the  prohibition.]  Lord  Campbell^ 
Act  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  8)  not  only  dispenses  witn  the 
necessity  of  alleging  an  intention  to  defraud  any  particular  person, 
but  also  with  the  necessity  of  proving  it.  [Jebyis,  C.  J. — 
Formerly  the  indictment  must  either  have  alleged  an  intent  to 
defraud  a  person  named,  or,  as  you  say,  have  shown  that  that  was 
unnecessary,  on  account  of  the  public  nature  of  the  instrument 
forged.  Kow  the  particular  person  need  not  be  named ;  but  with 
that  exception  the  law  is  not  altered.  The  intent  to  defraud,  if 
alleged,  must  be  proved;  or,  if  not,  the  public  nature  of  the 
document  should  appear.  [Bbamwell,  B. — The  difficulty  is,  that 
at  the  time  when  the  instrument  was  forged,  no  intent  to  defraud 
anybody  was  proved.]     All  that  the  prosecution  need  establish  is, 
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tbat  there  were  persons  who  might  be  defrauded^  which  clearly 
appears  upon  the  case ;  and  that  there  was  an  intention  to  defraudj 
of  which  there  was  evidence^  and  which  is  found  by  the  jury, 

jERYiSy  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conyiction  is  wrong. 
The  recent  act  (14  &  15  Ai^ct  c.  100,  s.  8)  does  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  offence^  though  it  permits  a  general  form  of  pleading ; 
sod  without  expressing  any  decided  opinion  upon  the  nature  of  this 
document  (though,  as  at  present  adyiscd,  I  should  not  say  that  it 
was  of  a  public  nature),  I  think  the  conyiction  cannot  be  sus- 
tuned,  because  at  the  time  of  committing  the  forgery  there  was  no 
intent  to  defraud  any  one ;  nor  was  there  any  uttering  afterwards 
with  intent  to  defraud.  Though  he  had  the  intent  to  defraud 
when  the  clerk  to  the  guardians  was  inquiring  about  his  qualifica- 
tkm,  yet  he  did  not  at  that  time  produce  the  document. 

WiaHTMAN,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  L^slature,  in  passing  Lord  Campbell's 
Act,  to  dispense  with  the  proof  of  any  of  the  essential  ingredients 
of  the  ofience,  and  if  there  is  no  intention  to  deiraud  anybody 
there  is  no  offence.  In  this  case  no  such  intention  was  proyed  to 
exist  at  the  time  when  the  instrument  was  altered. 

Cres8WEL>Jj,  J.,  Eble,  J.y  and  Bbahwell,  R,  concurred. 

Conviction  reversed. 


Bbo. 

V. 
HODOBON. 

1856. 

Fcrgenf  ■ 
Immdto 
dyrwuL 
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COUBT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

Nov.  30,  1855,  and  May  3, 1856- 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Jebvis,  C.  J.,  Paekb,  Alder- 
son,  and  Platt,  BB,,  Wightman,  Cbesswell,  Eble, 
Williams,  Ckompton,  and  Willbs,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  Roebuck,  (a) 

Fahe  pretences — Misrepresentation  of  the  guaUty  of  an  article  ojffkred  as 
a  pledge-^Emdence  of  simuar  attempt  to  obtain  money, 

A  false  and  fraudulent  statement  to  a  pawnbroker^  that  a  chain  offered 
as  a  pledge  is  silver,  is  indictable  as  a  false  pretence  under  the  statute  of 
7  <$-  8  Creo.  4,  c.  29,  if  money  he  thereby  obtained;  and  upon  the  trial 
of  such  an  indictment  evidence  is  admissible  of  misrepresentations  made 
by  the  prisoner  to  others  about  the  same  time,  and  of  the  possession  by 
him  of  a  considerable  number  of  chains  of  the  same  kind. 

If  the  false  statement  be  made  with  intent  to  obtain  money,  but  the 
prosecutor  relies  entirely  upon  his  own  examination  of  the  chattel,  and 
not  at  all  upon  the  prisoner's  statement,  the  latter  cannot  be  convicted 
of  the  complete  offence,  but  is  guilty  of  an  aUempt  to  commit  it. 

THE  prisoner,  William  Roebuck,  was  indicted  at  the  Liverpool 
Borough  Session,  held  on  the  28th  day  of  August,  1854, 
for  fraudulently  obtaining  ten  shillings  by  falsely  pretending  that 
a  chain  was  a  silver  chain.  The  prisoner  called  at  a  pawnbroker's 
shop  with  a  chain,  on  which  he  asked  for  an  advance  of  ten  shillings. 
The  pawnbroker  asked  if  the  chain  was  silver,  the  prisoner  replied 
that  it  was  silver.  The  pawnbroker  then  examined  the  chain,  and 
tested  it  with  an  acid.  The  chain  resembled,  in  appearance,  greasy 
silver,  and  withstood  the  test  as  if  it  were  silver.  The  pawnbroker 
then  lent  the  prisoner  ten  shillings  on  the  chain,  which  he  took  as 
a  pledge.  He  paid  this  money,  relying  on  his  own  examination 
and  test  of  the  chain,  and  without  placing  any  reliance  on  the 
statement  of  the  prisoner.  Evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that 
the  prisoner,  a  few  days  afterwards,  offered  a  chain,  similar  in 
appearance,  to  another  pawnbroker,  requesting  him  to  advance 
ten  shillings  upon  it.  Objection  was  made  to  the  admission  of  this 
evidence.     Twenty-six  similar  chains  were  found  on  the  person  of 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Btttlkstok,  Esq.,  Bftrrister-at-Law. 
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the  prisoner  when  he  was  apprehended.  An  adsayer  proved  that 
these  chains  were  not  silver^  and  that  the  ohain  pledged  was  not 
silvery  they  were  all  made  of  a  composition  worth  about  a  farthing 
an  ounce>  and  that  each  diain  was  of  much  less  value  than  ten 
shillingB.  The  jury  were  told,  that,  as  the  money  had  not  been 
obtained  by  the  prisoner's  statement,  the  completion  of  the  offence 
charged  in  the  indictment  was  not  proved ;  but  that,  if  thev  were 
misfied  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  his 
design  waa  to  obtain  the  money  by  means  of  his  false  statement^ 
Ihey  might  convict  the  prisoner  of  an  attempt  to  commit  the 
misdemeanor  charged  against  him  in  the  indictment.  The  jury 
aooordin^ly  found  the  prisoner  not  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor 
diarged  in  the  indictment,  bnt  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  commit 
the  same.  'The  prisoner  was  also  tried  on  another  indictment  on  a 
■milar  chaise,  and  with  a  similar  result.  The  prisoner  was 
sentenced  on  each  indictment  to  twdve  calendar  months'  imprison- 
ment, the  terms  to  commence  at  the  same  time.  Under  these 
sentences  be  is  still  in  custody  at  the  Liverpool  Borough  GaoL 
The  questions  intended  to  be  submitted  for  consideration  are 
whether  there  was  any  false  pretence  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29  ?  Whether  the  evidence  objected  to  was 
properly  received?  and  whether  the  prisoner  was  properly  con- 
victed of  the  attempt  to  commit  the  misdemeanor  charged  against 
him? 

This  case  was  first  set  down  for  argument  on  the  24th  November, 
1855,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Wightman,  Crompton,  and 
WiUes,  J  J., ;  but  was  afterwards  (November  30)  by  direction 
of  the  court,  re-argued  before  the  judges  whose  names  appear  at 
the  head  of  this  report 

No  counsel  was  mstructed  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner. 

Brett  for  the  prosecution. — The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  an 
attempt  only,  under  the  stat.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  9 ;  but  the 
snbetimtial  question  here  is,  whether,  if  the  prosecutor  had  been 
induced  to  part  with  his  money  by  the  false  assertion  of  the 
prisoner,  he  could  have  been  found  guilty  of  the  complete  offence? 
[Aldsbson,  B. — So  far  as  he  was  concerned,  everything  was 
done  to  complete  the  offence.]  Bnt  the  money  was  not  obtained 
by  means  ot  the  £Edse  pretence ;  and  that  is  essential  to  the  com- 
pletion of  the  offence.  The  prisoner  endeavoured  to  ^et  the  money 
by  the  false  pretence ;  but  that  attempt  was  defeated,  because  the 
prasecntor  relied  entirely  upon  his  own  judgment.  Then  the  main 
question  is,  whether  this  is  a  case  within  the  statute  at  all;  and 
the  sogmstion,  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  is,  that  the  statute  does 
not  appy  to  mere  misrmresentations  as  to  the  value  and  quality 
of  goods  in  the  course  of  a  bargain  respecting  them,  because  in 
those  cases,  the  goods  are  the  consideration  for  the  money,  and 
that  the  representation  in  this  case  was  of  that  kind ;  but  in  fact 
this  is  the  case  of  a  party  beine  induced  to  enter  into  a  contract 
by  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  it; 
and  if  the  result  is,  that  he  parts  with  money  or  goods  to  the 


V. 
BOBBUOK. 
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^^^'       person  making  the  fisdse  pretence,  the  latter  cannot  set  up  the 
BoBBuoK.    coi^tract  in  answer  to  the  charge.     A  contract  so  obtained  is  void 

'    for  all  civil  purposes,  and  cannot  be  held  to  give  any  validity 

185S.       to  a  transaction  which  would  otherwise  be  criminal.      [Ix>Ri> 
Fabepreleneei.  CAMPBELL,  C.  J. — Is  this  anything  more  than  a  false  statement  as 
*  to  the  .value  of  the  article  ?]    Yes ;  it  is  a  fidse  statement  as  to  the 
quality  of  it.     [Aldebson,   B. — If  the  false  representation   be 
confined  to  value,  I  do  not  see  how  the  statute  can  apply ;  because 
unless  the  thing  were  wholly  worthlese^  the  statement  would  be  in 
part  true — and  how  could  the  line  be  drawn  ?]     Here  the  repre- 
sentation was  wholly  false,  because  the  chain  was  not  silver.     It 
was  altogether  a  different  thing  from  that  which  was  represented. 
The  case,  therefore,  is  brought  within  the  words  of  the  statute, 
and  the  principle  of  all  the  decisions.     All  that  the  statute  or  the 
decisions  upon  it  require  is  that  there  should  be  a  knowingly  false 
representation  of  something  as  an  existing  fact,  and  that  the  money 
or  ffoods  should  be  obtained  thereby ;  and  whether  there  has  been 
such  a  representation  with  such  a  result,  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
in  each  case.    B.  v.  Kenrick  (5  Q.  B.  49)  is  a  leading  case  upon 
the  subject     There,  upon  the  sale  of  a  horse,  the  defendant  falsely 
and  fraudulently  represented  that  the  horse  was  the  propertv  of  a 
lady,  quiet  to  nde  and  drive,  and  not  the  property  of  any  horse- 
deider ;  and  he  was  held  guilty  of  obtaining  money  by  false  pre- 
tences.    Upon  the  authority  of  that  case  R.  v.  Abbotts  (1  iJen. 
C.  C.  273 ;  S.  C.  2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  430)  was  decided.  There  the  pro- 
secutor was  induced  to  buy  a  particular  cheese  by  the  false  pretence 
that  a  piece  offered  to  him  to  taste  was  taken  out  of  that  cheese^ 
whereas,  in  truth,  it  had  been  taken  from  a  superior  one.     R.  v. 
Codrington  (1  Car.  &  P.  661),  R.  v.  Adamsan  (2  Moo.  C.  C.  286% 
and  R.  v.  BaU  (Car.  &  M.  249),  are  all  cases  in  whidi  convic- 
tions were  sustained,  though  the  fraud  was  carried  out  partly  by 
means  of  a  contract  between  the  parties.     There  are  also  several 
cases  in  which  the  statute  has  been  held  to  apply,  where  money 
has  been  obtuned  by  passing  off  as  genuine  flash  notes  and  other 
fidse  instruments.    R.  v.  Coulaon  (1  Den.  C.  C.  592;  S.  C.  4  Cox 
Crim.  Cas.  227);  R.  v.  fFeOsy  tried  before  LUtledale,  J.,  in  1840^ 
where  a  Bank  of  Elegance  note  was  uttered ;  R,  v.  Freeth  (R.  &  R. 
127) ;  and  R.  v.  Dundas  (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  380),  where  false  labels 
were  used  upon  a  sale  of  blacking.     In  some  instances  the  offence 
has  been  committed  by  the  assumption  of  a  false  character ;  as  that 
the  prisoner  was  a  member  of  the  University  of  Oxford  (J2.  v*  Bar^ 
nard^  7  Car.  &  P.  784) ;  or  a  single  man  {R.  v.  Ccpelandj  Car.  &  M. 
516);  or  a  medical  practitioner  who  had  cured  a  particular  person 
{R,  V.  Bhmfieldy  ib.  637) ;  or  that  he  was  connected  in  business 
with  a  certain  firm  {B*  v.  Archer^  1  Dears.  C.  C.  449 ;  S.  C. 
6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  515.)    A  case  very  similar  to  the  present  was 
recently  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Old  Bailey ;  but  there 
was  an  acquittal  on  the  ground  that  the  misrepresentation  was 
made,  not  by  the  defendant,  who  was  the  shopkeeper,  but  by  his 
shopman.     In  that  case  the  customer  purchased  a  gold  chain, 
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idying  upon  the  statement  that  it  contained  a  certain  quantity  of       Bsa. 
ffcddy  whereas,  in  truth,  it  contained  very  much  less.    [ Alderson,     ^^ 

JB. — I  should  certainly  have  left  that  case  to  the  jury,  if  the  person       

indicted  had  either  made  the  representation  or  autnorised  it  to  be  1856. 
made.]  In  B.  v.  Matthews^  tried  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Lent  ^^.  ^cacet. 
Assizes  for  Kent,  in  1841,  the  defendant,  who  obtained  a  watch  in 
exchange  for  articles  which  he  fraudulently  represented  to  be  gold, 
was  convicted ;  and  in  R.  v.  Stevens  (1  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  83),  where  the 
defendant,  who  had  always  before  brought  silver  ingots,  substituted 
pewter,  and  said  that  they  were  the  same  as  before,  and  thereby 
obtained  money,  the  indictment  was  sustained.  The  last  case  on 
this  subject  is  IL  v.  Eagleton  (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  659 ;  24  L.  J.  M.  C* 
168) ;  and  there  a  baker,  who  contracted  to  supply  the  poor  with 
bread,  and  delivered  short  weight,  was  held  to  be  properl v  convicted 
of  an  attempt  to  obtain  money  by  false  pretences,  because  he  returned 
to  the  relieving  officer  tickets  specifying  the  full  weight.  According, 
therefore,  to  all  these  decisions,  the  present  case  is  within  the 
statute,  and  would,  indeed,  before  the  statute,  have  been  indictable 
at  common  law  as  an  attempt  to  obtain  money  by  means  of  false 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

JUDGMENT. 

Lord  Cakfbell,  C.  J. — In  this  case,  which  has  been  standing 
far  judgment  for  some  time,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  both  upon 
principle  and  according  to  the  decided  cases,  the  conviction  is  right. 

Cre88W£LL,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  is  right, 
upon  the  authority  of  decided  cases. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  not  agreeing  with 
the  decided  cases,  but  yielding  to  their  authority. 

W16HTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  as  I  feel  myself 
bound  by  the  authority  of  the  decided  cases  upon  the  question. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — I  wish  to  be  understood  that  if  this  were 
ra  integroy  I  should  not  agree  with  The  Queen  v.  Abbott^  because 
I  think  that  there  the  intention  of  the  prisoner  was  to  obtain  a 
better  bargain,  and  nut,  animo  furandij  to  get  the  possession  of 
money;  but,  that  having  been  decided  by  ten  judges,  I  do  not 
wish  on  the  present  appeal  to  disturb  it.  But,  in  the  present  case, 
I  think  that  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  chain  not  being  of  silver  at 
all,  or  not  being  the  article  it  was  represented  to  be,  and  being  to 
the  proeecntor  of  no  value,  it  is  clearly  upon  principle  a  case  of 
Use  pretences  within  the  act  of  Parliament,  for  the  intention  was 
to  get  the  money  merely,  the  ten  shillings  and  sixpence ;  and  if 
there  be  nothing  like  an  equivalent,  nothing  of  any  real  value,  it  is 
like  the  case  of  the  flash  note,  where  the  paper  may  be  of  some  little 
value,  just  as  the  chain  was  here,  but  it  is  of  no  real  value  to  the 
prosecutor.  Therefore  I  think  it  is  clearly  a  case,  upon  principle, 
within  the  statute  respecting  false  pretences.  And  I  must  say, 
with  great  respect  to  those  who  differ  from  me,  that,  with  regard 
to  the  present  case^  I  have  never  entertained  any  doubt ;  but  I  do 

TOL.  rii.  ^ 
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^'^       not  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I  should  have  approved  of  the 
Roebuck.     '"^®  supposed  to  be  laid  down  in  The  King  v.  Kenrichf  and  which 

was  acted  upon  in  TTie  Queen  v,  Abbott^  for  the  cheese  in  that  case 

^^^^'  was  of  real  value  to  the  prosecutor,  and  he  only  had  not  so  good  a 
^alse  pretencet,  bargain  as  he  would  have  had  if  there  had  been  no  trick  resorted 
to.  There  I  should  have  thought  it  was  not  a  case  within  the 
statute,  but  that  it  was  more  like  the  case  before  my  brother 
Littledale,  where  he  said  that  a  covenant  for  title  was  not  within 
the  statute ;  without,  however,  laying  down  any  such  doctrine  as 
that  in  no  case  of  contract  or  supposed  contract  could  the  statute 
apply.  But  the  ten  judges  having  decided  in  R.  v.  Abbott  as  they 
did,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  I  question  their  decision,  but  I 
should  certainly  not  have  concurred  in  it  if  it  were  res  integrcu 
And,  without  carrying  the  law  so  far  in  this  case  of  Reg.  v.  Roebuck, 
it  seems  to  me  clear  that  it  comes  within  the  act  of  Parliament. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  say  anything 
in  this  case,  because  I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  court  to  the  full 
length  of  supporting  this  conviction,  I  know  that  many  of  my 
brothers  concur  in  tnat  view  simply  because  they  have  felt  them- 
selves bound  by  the  authorities.  1  abstun  the  rather  from  making 
observations,  because,  as  we  acknowledge  that  we  are  bound  by 
the  authorities,  I  thought  it  more  prudent  not  to  throw  out  doubta 
as  to  decisions  bv  which,  at  the  same  time,  we  confess  ourselves 
bound,  lest  we  should  shake  the  authority  of  cases  to  which  we 
adhere;  and  further,  because,  as  the  general  result  is  but  the 
affirmance  of  the  conviction  justified  by  authority,  everything 
which  is  thrown  out  otherwise  is  merely  conflicting  opinion,  and 
not  to  be  binding  in  other  cases.  I  concur  with  the  court  in  the 
result  that  the  conviction  should  be  affirmed- 

Crompton,  J. — I  do  not  see  any  reason  to  disagree  with  the 
judgment  which  has  been  pronounced,  after  the  decided  cases,  and 
1  should  agree  with  Lord  Campbell  if  the  case  had  found  that  the 
chain  was  of  no  value ;  but  it  is  not  so  stated.  However  I  concur 
in  the  decision,  because  the  case  falls  within  that  of  R^.  v.  AbbatL 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  3,  1856. 

(Before  Jebvis,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  Cresswell,  Eble«  Maule, 
Williams,  and  Cbompton,  JJ.,  Pabke  and  Platt,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  BuBGON.(a) 

Faiie  preienee»^-'False  representation  that  a  house  was  built  upon  land 

offered  as  security /or  a  loan. 

A.  applied  to  B,  for  a  loan  upon  the  security  of  a  piece  of  land^  and 
faUdy  and  fraudulently  represented  that  a  house  was  built  upon  it, 
B.  advanced  the  money  upon  A.  signing  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage^ 
depoeUing  his  lease^  and  executing  a  bond  as  collateral  security : 

Hddy  that  A.  was  properly  convicted  of  obtaining  money  by  false  pre-" 


CHARLES  BURGON  was  tried  before  me  (H.  Bliss,  Esq., 
Q-C.)  on  Thursday^  the  20th  July,  1854,  at  the  assizes  for  the 
eoonty  of  York,  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  having  obtained, 
upon  false  pretences,  a  certain  valuable  security  called  a  banker's 
coeqae,  of  the  value  of  80^,  from  William  Fretson,  his  property. 
The  evidence  against  the  prisoner  was  as  follows : — William  Fretson, 
the  prosecutor, — I  am  a  solicitor,  living  at  Sheffield.  Last  year  the 
prisoner  employed  me  professionally  to  prepare  a  contract  for  building 
a  house  and  workshop  upon  land  near  Sheffield.  In  December  last, 
early  in  the  month,  prisoner  came  to  me  and  asked  me  for  the  loan 
of  %QL  He  told  me  the  builder  had  finished  the  house  and  work- 
shop, and  that  he  (prisoner)  was  short  of  money,  to  pay  for  extras, 
and  that  he  (prisoner)  should  have  the  lease  in  a  day  or  two.  On 
the  8th  of  December,  he  (prisoner)  came  again,  and  brought  me 
the  lease. 

(The  lease  is  put  in  and  read.  Date,  13th  August,  1853.  From 
the  Governor  of  the  Free  Grammar  School  Estate,  Sheffield,  to 
the  prisoner.)  There  is  a  plan  in  the  margin.  The  property  is 
all  described  as  in  a  new  street,  called  Greaves-street,  and  with 
metes  and  bounds.  The  prisoner  left  it  (the  lease)  with  me.  And 
he  said,  *'  I  have  built  a  very  capital  house  on  the  land,  and  some 
workshops,  and  it  is  a  very  nice  piece  of  land ;  can  you  find  me  the 

(a)  Beportad  bj  A.  Biitlbbtok,  Esq.,  Banistor-at-Law. 
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Bbo.       80/.  upon  it,  without  putting  me  to  the  expense  of  a  fonnal  mort- 
BuRGov.     8*g®  ^    They  are  worth  near  300iL,  and  I  hope  you  will  save  me 

'      the  expense  of  a  mortgage."    The  prisoner  said,  also^  that  he  had  to 

1856.       pay  the  builder  for  some  extras,  that  there  was  a  dispute  about 
_,  them,  and  that  he  owed  a  little  something  on  the  original  contract 

^"^"^^'*  for  building.  I,  in  consequence,  said  I  would  let  him  have  the 
money  on  the  deposit  of  the  lease,  and  on  an  lu^eement  to  execute 
a  mortgage  on  my  request,  and  also  on  his  bond.  I  prepared  a 
memorandum  of  deposit  (tlie  agreement).  I  gave  him  tne  cheque. 
I  was  induced  to  give  him  the  money  on  the  representation  that 
the  house  and  workshop  were  worth  3002.,  and  built  upon  the 
piece  of  land  in  the  lease.  In  February  last^  at  the  end  of  the 
month,  I  made  inquury  about  the  land.  1  then  sent  for  the 
prisoner,  and  said  to  him  ^'you  have  been  conmiitting  a  very  gross 
fraud.  The  house  and  workshop  which  you  said  you  had  built 
on  this  land,  were  built  on  another  piece.  And  you  have  mortgaged 
them  to  another  solicitor  for  250/.,  and  there  is  nothing  buut  on 
the  land,  in  the  lease  deposited  with  me."  He  (prisoner)  said,  I 
know  I  have  been  very  wrong,  I  hope  you  will  forgive  me.  I 
said  no.  It  is  false  pretences.  He  said,  he  had  hoped  to  be  able 
to  bring  the  money  back  again  before  I  found  it  out. 

On  cross-examination. — The  land  is  two  miles  and  a  half 
irom  Sheffield,  where  I  Uve.  The  land  adjoins  the  land  on 
which  the  house  and  workshop  are  built  There  is  nothing  to 
distinguish  or  separate  the  lands.  When  I  prepared  the  contract 
for  building  we  had  some  conversation  about  it.  He  the  (prisoner) 
said  the  builder  had  furnished  the  house  and  shop,  and  made  a 
very  good  shop ;  I  never  went  to  the  place  before  advancing  the 
money.  The  land,  if  so  built  upon,  would  have  been  ample 
security.  The  house  and  shop  were  sold  for  250/^  The  prisoner 
signed  the  bond  and  agreement  before  I  gave  him  the  cheque. 

(The  bond,  the  agreement,  and  the  cheque  put  in  and  read  for  the 
prosecution.)  It  is  usual  to  take  a  bond  as  well  as  a  mortgage  or 
an  agreement  for  it.  The  prisoner  cried  very  much  when  I  said 
I  had  found  it  out.  I  would  not  have  given  him  the  money  unless 
he  had  signed  the  bond  and  agreement,  and  deposited  the  lease ; 
nor  would  I  have  given  him  the  money  on  his  bond,  agreement, 
and  deposit  of  lease,  unless  for  the  false  pretence  that  the  house 
and  shop  had  been  built  upon  the  land. 

John  Townsend. — I  am  the  surveyor  of  the  Grammar  School 
estate.  I  have  seen  the  lease  and  plan,  and  read  the  description, 
and  I  have  seen  the  land  there  mentioned,  and  there  is  no  building 
on  it.  The  land  is  of  less  value  without  buildings.  The  land  is 
worth  as  building  land  3s.  5iL  per  yard  per  annum.  The  house  and 
shop  are  on  the  adjoining  land. 

Cross-examined. — I  set  out  the  land.  I  could  not  find  the 
land  in  question  by  the  description  in  the  lease.  I  know  Mr. 
Fretson.    I  am  known  as  the  surveyor  to  that  estate. 

John  Webster. — I  am  a  solicitor  at  Sheffield.  I  produce  a 
mortgage  and  lease  of  land.    The  lease  was  deposited  with  me. 
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I  kept  the  mortgage.   I  attested  it   The  mortgage  put  in  and  read       B»»* 
of  huid  with  house  and  shop  thereon  from  the  pnsoner  to  witness.       buroost 
Upon  the  eyidence  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,        _^ ' 
that  the  proximate  cause  of  obtaining  the  cheque  and  money  was        1856.  . 
the  contract  of  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that  the  false  pretence  jry^"ZjJ^„^ 
was  onlj  an  antecedent  inducement  to  the  prosecutor  to  enter   ^ 
into  these  contracts,  and  lend  the  money  upon  such  securities, 
and  that  there  being  no  question  of  the  bona  fide%  of  the  transac- 
tion of  loan,  except  the  false  pretence  that  preceded  it,  the  jury 
ought  to  be  directed  that  the  evidence  proved  that  the  money  or 
cheque  was  not  obtained  upon  the  false  pretence  stated  in  the  indict- 
meut.  Having  doubts  upon  this  point,  I  reserved  the  question.  And, 
in  order  that  it  might  be  submitted  to  the  Ck>urt  of  Criminal  Appeal, 
directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  witnesses  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  indictment.     The  jury 
accordingly  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  I  did  not  pass  sentence. 
And  have  now  humbly  to  request  the  opinion  of  this  court  upon 
the  propriety  of  that  conviction,  and  upon  the  question  so  reserved ; 
and  I  respectfully  annex  copies  of  the  indictment,  and  of  the  bond 
and  agreement  of  mortgage  to  be  referred  to  as  part  of  this  case. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  agreement  referred  to.  ^'  Memo- 
landum.  I,  Charles  Burgon,  of  Sheffield,  in  the  county  of  York, 
spring  blade  manufacturer,  have  this  day  deposited  with  William 
Fretson  of  Sheffield  aforesaid,  gentleman,an  indenture  of  lease,  dated 
the  13th  of  August  last,  and  made  between  Governors  of  the  goods, 
poesesBions,  and  revenues  of  the  Free  Grammar  School  of  James, 
King  of  England,  within  the  town  of  Sheffield,  in  the  county  of 
YoTK,  of  the  one  part,  and  me,  the  said  Charles  Burgon,  of  the  other 
part,  of  and  concerning  a  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  situate  at  or 
Dear  Walkley  in  the  parish  of  Sheffield  aforesaid,  for  securing  to 
the  said  William  Fretaon  the  repavment,  on  demand,  of  the  sum  of 
WLj  this  day  lent  and  advanced  by  him  to  me,  with  interest  for 
the  same  at  the  rate  of  5iL  per  cent,  per  annum.  And,  as  a  further 
aecQrity,  1  have  also  this  day  given  to  the  said  William  Fretson  my 
bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  160/.  for  securing  to  him  the  said  sum  of 
8(ML  and  interest.  And  I  hereby  agree  and  undertake,  whenever 
tbefeonto  required  by  the  said  W.  Fretson,  and  at  my  own  costs 
and  charges,  to  execute  a  good,  valid,  and  effectual  mortgage  of  the 
and  premises  comprised  in  the  said  lease,  and  the  dwelling-houses, 
workshops,  and  otner  buildings  erected  thereon  for  securing  the 
repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  80iL  and  interest,  so  intended  to 
be  secured  as  aforesaid,  such  mortgage  deed  to  contain  the  usual 
powers  of  sale,  iodemnity  to  purchasers,  and  other  covenants  and 
danses  incidental  thereto,  as  the  said  William  Fretaon  shall  think 
fit  Dated  this  9th  day  of  December,  1853." 

This  case  was  argued  Saturday,  February  3,  before  the  judges 
above  named* 

Bell^  for  the  prisoner.—  This  case  is  not  within  the  statute.  The 
piosecotor  did  not  advance  his  money  in  consequence  of  the  fiilse 
lepresentation;  bat  on  account  of  the  security  which  he  obtained. 
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^■^«  the  bond  aod  the  equitable  mortgage.  The  parole  representation 
BuBoov.  ^^  antecedent  to  the  contract,  upon  which  the  money  was  parted 
— n-  with;  and  that  contract  having  been  reduced  into  writing,  is  alone 
^^^'  the  evidence  of  the  consideration  upon  which  the  money  was  lent. 
Fakeprdeneet*  Besides,  independently  of  any  other  objection,  an  obtaining  of 
money  by  way  of  loan,  is  not  within  the  statute.  The  proae- 
cutor  did  not  intend  to  part  with  the  property ;  he  expected  that 
the  money  would  be  returned.  [CKOMPXONy  J. — Not  the  same 
money;  he  only  expected  to  be  repaid  the  same  amount]  How- 
ever, upon  the  main  question  R  v.  Codringtan  (I  Car.  &  P.  661) 
is  expressly  in  point.  There  the  prisoner  sold  and  conveyed  to  the 
prosecutor  an  estate,  with  a  covenant  for  title,  although  he  had 
previously  sold  his  interest  to  a  third  person;  and  Littledale,  J. 
said :  ^^  Certainly  a  covenant  in  a  deed  cannot  be  taken  to  be  a 
false  pretence;"  and  further  '^The  doctrine  contended  for,  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution,  would  make  every  breach  of  warranty  or 
&lse  assertion  at  the  time  of  a  bargain,  a  transportable  offence. 
Here  the  partv  bought  the  property,  and  took,  as  his  security,  a 
covenant  that  the  vendor  had  a  good  title.  '  If  he  now  finds  that  the 
vendor  has  not  a  good  title,  he  must  resort  to  the  covenant.  This  is 
only  a  ground  for  a  civil  action."  That  case  and  the  present  are 
distinguishable  from  R.  v.  Kenrick  (5  Q.  B.  49),  and  K*  v.  Abbott 
(2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  430;  1  Den.  C.  C.  273.)  In  both  cases,  the 
prosecutor  relied  entirely  upon  the  false  statement  Besides,  in  jR» 
v.  Kenricky  the  judgment  proceeded  mainly  upon  the  counts  for 
conspiracy;  and  in  B,  v.  Abbott  there  was  a  tnck  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  the  prosecutor  off  his  guard.  Secondly, 
as  to  the  objection  that  the  money  was  advanced  by  loan 
only,  some  support  is  given  to  that  by  the  note  of  Mr.  (^reaves 
to  the  case  of  A.  v.  Crossley  (2  M.  &  Sob.  17 ;  2  Buss,  on  Crimes^ 
305.) 

Hardy  J  contr^ — As  to  the  second  point,  Patteson,  J.  expressly 
overruled  it  in  jR.  v.  Crossley ^  and  though  the  editor  of  Kussell 
has  su^ested  a  doubt  as  to  that  decision,  the  rest  of  the  note 
which  he  has  written,  and  the  cases  to  which  he  refers,  are  by  no 
means  inconsistent  with  the  position  laid  down  by  Patteson,  J.^ 
that  the  terms  of  the  statute  apply  to  the  case  of  a  loan  as  well  as 
any  other  transfer  of  monev  induced  by  false  pretences.  Upon 
the  main  question  this  case  is  governed  by  R.  v.  Kenrick  and  R. 
v.  Abbott.  There  is  no  distinction  between  inducing  a  prosecutor 
to  buy  a  horse  by  giving  a  &lse  account  of  it,  or  to  buv  a  cheese, 
by  ofTering  pieces  of  a  superior  kind  as  tasters,  and  inducing  him 
to  advance  money  upon  the  security  of  land  by  a  false  represen- 
tation that  a  house  is  built  upon  it.  Here  there  was  a  distinct 
representation  to  that  effect;  and  R.  v.  Codringtan  was  distin- 
guished by  Patteson,  J.,  in  K  v.  Crossley^  on  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  prisoner  did  distinctly  allege  that  he  had  a 
good  title  to  the  estate  which  he  was  selling.  [Pabkb,  B. — In 
IL  V.  Codrington,  the  question  was,  as  to  the  admission  of  the  deed 
in  evidence  to  prove  the  false  pretenca     But  there  the  prosecutor 
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Et  nothing  for  his  money;  here  he  gets  the  lease  of  the  land.]        Bm. 
that  respect,  at  all  events,  that  case  is  overruled  in  B,  v.  Ken'     g^^^ji 

riek  and  72.  v.  AbhotL      The   true  test  cannot  be,  whether  the        ' 

prosecutor  relies  exclusively  upon  the  false  pretence;  it  is  enough  1856. 
if  the  false  pretence  operates  to  induce  him  to  part  with  his  money.  jraj^'Z^^„eef. 
[Maulb,  J.,  referred  to  HamilUm  v.  Beginam  (9  Q.  B.  271),  where  r^*"^"^ 
the  defendant  obtained  a  valuable  security,  by  representing  that 
he  was  a  captain  in  the  fifth  regiment  of  draeoons;  and  it  was 
held  unnecessary  to  show  in  the  indictment,  how  the  pretence 
operated.]  Here  the  false  statement  is  continued  throngnout  the 
transaction;  and  the  circumstance  that  there  was  a  written  con- 
tract, and  other  securities,  makes  no  difference.  In  R.  v.  Adamson 
(1  Car.  &  K.  192,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  286),  the  prisoner  obtained  200L, 
by  a  false  representation,  that  he  had  been  appointed  emigration 
i^nt  at  a  certain  port,  and  that  he  would  share  the  salary  with  the 
I^osecator;  and  he  was  convicted,  although,  before  the  prosecutor 
parted  with  his  money,  he  was  induced  to  execute  a  deed  of 
partnership,  in  which  no  mention  was  made  of  the  agency. 
[Maule,  J. — It  may,  perhaps,  be  said,  that,  in  this  case,  the  false 
representation  is  only  as  to  the  quality  of  the  thing : — as,  if  upon  the 
sale  of  a  horse,  the  seller  should  say  that  he  had  won  certain  races. 
WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  cheque  was  not  given  until  after  the  mort- 
gage; but  he  would  not  have  given  it  for  the  land  only.  Cromp- 
TOK,  J. — It  is  a  misdescription  of  the  estate.  You  must  go  the 
length  of  saying,  that  if  he  had  falsely  stated  that  it  was  well 
drained,  that  would  be  within  the  statute.]  The  authorities 
wonld  support  that  position. 

Bellj  in  reply. — Suppose  the  statement  were  that  the  chimneys 
do  not  smoke,  would  that  be  within  the  statute?  fjEBYis,  C.  J. 
—The  jury  must  dispose  of  such  questions  as  that.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

JUDGMENT. 

Jekvis,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.  This  was 
a  case  where  a  party  advanced  money  upon  a  representation  that  a 
house  had  been  Duilt  on  part  of  the  property  hela  on  mortgage ;  in 
fact  it  was  not  so,  and  we  are  in  this  case  governed  by  authority, 
and  the  conviction  will  be  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


^ 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

Mays,  1856. 

(Before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Cresswell,  and  Erlb,  JJ. 

and  Martik,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Gardner,  (a) 

False  pretences-^Personatum^-^Obtamifig  board  and  lodgmg, 

A  persan^who  by  falsely  representing  himself  to  fiU  a  partieular  charaeter, 
induces  another  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  him  for  board  and 
lodging^  and  is  supplied  accordingly  with  various  articles  of  food, 
cannot  be  convicted  of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pretences,  the  obtaining^ 
of  the  goods  being  too  remotely  connected  with  the  false  representation, 

WILLIAM  GARDNER  was  tried  upon  an  indictment  charg- 
ing him  as  follows:  that  he  did  on  the  I3th  day  of  November, 
1855,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  falsely  pretend  to  one  Ellen  Hen- 
rietta Brunsdon,  that  the  name  of  him  the  said  William  Gtirdner 
was  William  Edgar  De  Lancy,and  that  he  the  said  William  Gardner 
was  paymaster  of  the  ship  *^  The  Duke  of  Wellington/'  and  that  the 
said  ship  was  then  lying  at  Portsmouth  (and  the  said  William 
Gardner  being  then  in  a  naval  officer's  uniform),  that  he  the  said 
William  Gardner  was  the  son  of  a  half-pay  officer  who  was  living 
at  Chelsea,  and  that  his  brother  was  a  lieutenant-colonel  in  the 
army,  by  means  of  which  said  false  pretences  the  said  William 
Gardner  did  then  and  there  obtain  of  and  from  the  said  Ellen 
Henrietta  Brunsdon,  twenty  pounds  weight  of  bread,  twelve 
pounds  weight  of  meat,  three  pounds  weight  of  butter,  one  pound 
weight  of  cheese,  three  pounds  weight  of  sugar,  six  quarts  of 
beer,  and  ten  quarts  of  coffee,  and  other  articles  of  food,  together 
of  the  value  of  30«.  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Ellen 
Henrietta  Brunsdon,  with  mtent  then  and  there  to  cheat  and 
defraud.  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fiict,  the  name  of  the  said 
William  Gardner  was  not  William  Edffar  De  Lancy.  And 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  Wuliam  Gardner  was  not 
the  paymaster  of  the  said  ship  called  ^*  The  Duke  of  Wellington,'' 
nor  was  the  said  ship  then  lyin^  at  Portsmouth.  And  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  William  Gardner  was  not  the  son  of 

(a)  Beportod  bj  A  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Barristtr-at-Ltw.  ^ 
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a  lialf-pay  oflBcer  who  was  residing  at  Chelsea,  but  was  the  son  of       Bbo« 
one  WilliaoEi  Gardner  a  collector  of  rates  at  Sheemess.     And          ** 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  William  Gardner  had  not  a      ^"^ 
brother  who  was  a  lieutenant-colonel  in  the  army,  against  the  form       1856. 
of  the  statute,  &c.  .  

The  evidence  on  the  jpart  of  the  prosecution,  so  far  as  is  material  "  J»^eiic«f* 
fixr  the  purpose  of  this  case,  was  that,  on  the  13th  day  of  Novem- 
ber last,  the  defendant,  wearing  the  dress  of  a  naval  officer,  engaged 
t  lodging  of  Ellen  Henrietta  Brunsdon  (the  prosecutrix),  at  the 
lite  <^  ten  shillings  per  week ;  that,  on  the  17tn  day  of  November^ 
the  defendant  expressed  himself  to  (prosecutrix)  as  being  comfort- 
able, and  that  he  should  be  likely  to  remain  some  time,  and  stated 
that  he  was  paymaster  of  **  The  Duke  of  Wellington,^  and  his 
name  was  De  Lancy ;  that  defendant  continued  as  a  lodger  till 
the  25th  of  November,  and  then  expressed  a  wish  to  become  a 
boarder ;  that  an  arrangement  was  accordingly  entered  into  that 
he  diould  become  a  boiurder  at  a  guinea  a  week ;  that  the  prose- 
cutrix supplied  the  defendant  with  board,  consisting  of  cooked 
meat,  tea,  sugar,  bread,  butter,  cheese,  and  beer  for  the  six  days 
fiiQowing,  but  the  defendant  did  not  pay  her  anything  for  lodging 
or  board. 

Upon  the  case  for  the  prosecution  being  closed,  it  was  sub- 
mitted by  counsel  for  the  prisoner  that  the  contract  for  board 
was  a  mere  addition  to  the  first  contract  for  lodging,  and  that  what 
the  defendant  in  fact  obtained  by  the  false  pretence  was  an  altera- 
tion of  the  first  contract,  and  not  "  goods  "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  chairman  overruled  the  objection^  and  left  the 
ease  to  the  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

Counsel  for  the  prisoner  then  applied  to  the  court  to  reserve 
the  ease  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  upon 
the  objection  taken,  alleging  that  a  case  similar  to  this  was  then 
before  the  court  for  decision.  The  court  thereupon  postponed 
passing  sentence  on  the  prisoner,  but  ordered  him  to  be  detained 
m  custody. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  is  requested  whether  the  objection 
taken  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  is  valid  in  law  ? 

This  case  was  argued  before  the  above  named  judges  on  Satur- 
day, April  26. 

Bibton  for  the  prisoner. — This  conviction  cannot  be  sustained. 
When  the  false  statement  was  originally  made,  neither  money, 
chattel  or  valuable  security  was  obtained  by  it.  The  prisoner 
merely  became  a  lodger  in  the  hous^  and  though,  some  time  after- 
wards, he  agreed  to  become  a  boarder  also  at  a  guinea  a  week, 
ind  was  afterwards,  in  pursuance  of  that  contract,  supplied  with 
food,  there  is  no  such  connection  between  the  fiilse  pretence  and 
the  obtaining  of  the  food  as  will  justify  a  conviction  for  this 
ofence.  It  IS  quite  clear  that  to  obtain  lodging  alone  would  not 
be  within  the  statute ;  and  it  may  be  questioned  whether,  in  any 
esse,  it  would  be  enough  to  prove  that  he  obtained  board  and 
lof^ng.     It  would  be  difficult  to  separate  the  two  so  as  to  show 
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Rsa.  dearly  that  the  articles  of  food  were  obtained  by  means  of  the 

V*  false  pretence.     But,  assuming  that  that  might  be  done  in  some 

€>ARDKEB.  ^%a3es,  it  is  not  done  here ;  and  the  evidence  fails  altogether  to 

1856.  connect  the  obtaining  of  the  food  with  the  false  pretence.     If  any- 

thing  was  obtained,  it  was  the  contract  to  supply  the  food  and  not 

Honiii  contriL — ^It  is  well  settled  that*  though  the  money  or  goods 
be  obtained  through  the  medium  of  a  contract,  yet,  if  that  con* 
tract  be  part  of  the  fraud,  the  offence  is  the  same.  Thus,  where 
the  money  was  obtained  upon  the  sale  of  a  horse,  which  the  prose- 
,cutor  was  induced  to  buy  by  a  false  pretence,  R,  t.  Kenrici 
(5  Q.  B.  49) ;  and,  where  money  was  borrowed  from  the  drawer 
of  a  bill  by  the  acceptor  for  the  alleged  purpose  of  paying  it,  and 
upon  a  false  pretence  that  he  was  prepared  with  the  residue,  JL  v. 
Crassley  (2  M.  &  R.  17);  or,  where  a  baker  delivered  short  weight 
to  the  poor,  and  presented  tickets  as  if  he  had  delivered  full  weight 
according  to  his  contract,  B,  v.  Ecu/leton  (5  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  559 ;  24 
L.  J.  M.  C.  158),  the  offenders  were  all  held  liable  to  conviction 
under  this  statute.  The  case  of  22.  v.  Codrtngtan  (1  Car.  &  P.  661) 
cannot  now  be  considered  law,  unless  it  can  be  distinguished  on 
the  ground  that  the  false  pretence  was  not  there  distinctly  proved. 
K  V.  Abbott  (2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  430 ;  1  Den.  C.  C.  273.)  Here  the 
false  pretence  is  distinctly  proved;  and  it  was  continued  throughout ; 
so  that  the  prosecutrix  acted  upon  it,  and  was  induced  by  it  to 
supply  the  prisoner  with  board  as  well  as  lodging.  The-  articles  of 
food  which  he  obtained  were  chattels  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  it  cannot  make  the  slightest  difference  that  the  prisoner 
gained  the  additional  advantage  of  being  lodged  at  the  house  where 
he  received  the  goods.  Whether  he  obtained  them  by  means  of 
the  false  pretence  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  and,  they  having 
decided  it,  there  is  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  conviction. 

Ribtan  replied.  Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

JUDGMENT. 

Jebtis,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — In 
this  case,  which  was  argued  before  us  on  Saturday  last,  the  court 
took  time  to  consider,  principally  with  a  view  of  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  cases  which  we  were  disposed  to  look  further  into 
before  we  decided  the  question.  It  was  an  indictment  for  obtain- 
ing goods  under  false  pretences,  the  circumstances  being  that  the 
pnsoner  represented  himself  to  be  the  paymaster  of  ^*  The  Duke 
-of  Wellington,"  of  the  name  of  De  Lancy,  under  which  he  made 
with  the  prosecutrix  a  contract  for  board  and  lodging  at  the  rate 
of  one  guinea  a  week,  and  he  was  lodged  and  fed  as  the  result  of 
the  contract,  in  consequence  of  the  engagement  so  entered  into 
upon  that  which  was  found  to  be  a  false  pretence,  and  the  ques- 
tion which  was  submitted  to  us  was,  whether  it  was  a  false  pretence 
within  the  statute;  or,  rather,  whether  the  conviction  was  right? 
That  we  have  considered ;  and,  on  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  conviction  was  not  right,  because  we  think   that  the 
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obtaining  of  the  articles,  supplied  under  the  contract  made  by  reason  Bscr. 

of  the  false  pretence^  was  too  remote  from  the  pretence  in  the  par-  q^^^j^ 

ticular  case  to  become  the  subject  of  an  indictment  for  obtaining  - — 

those  specified  goods  by  false  pretences.     We^  therefore,  think  the  ^^^' 
conyiction  should  be  reversed. 

Conviction  quashed. 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

* 

April  26,  1856. 

(Before  Jebvib,  C.  J.»  Wiohtman,  Cresswbll,  and  Eble,  JJ^ 

and  Mabtin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Sloggett.  {a) 

Evidence — I\ivilege  of  witness — Questions  tending  to  criminate — 
Admissi6ility  of  a  bankrupts  examination  before  a  commissioner  upon 
the  trial  of  the  bankrupt  on  a  criminal  charge —  Voluntary  statement, 

A  bankrupt  was  examined  before  a  commissioner  under  s,  117  of  the 
Bankrupt  Acty  and  asked  various  questions  respecting  the  writing  of  a 
false  leiter  in  his  father* s  name  for  the  purpose  of  getting  additional 
credit  from  persons  with  whom  he  traded.  He  made  no  objection  to 
answering  the  questions  on  the  ground  that  they  tended  to  criminate 
kim^  or  on  any  other  ground: 

Held^  thai  the  examination  was  not  compulsory  under  the  1  VJth  sect,  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act^  as  touching  the  estate  or  dealings  of  the  bankrupt;  and 
tkaty  cu  he  might  have  objected  to  it  and  did  not^  it  was  a  voluntary 
statement^  and  admissible  in  evidence  against  him  upon  his  trial  subsc 
quentfy  on  the  criminal  charge  of  uttering  a  forged  letter, 

THE  foUowingcase  was  stated  by  Mr.  Serjeant  Channell : — 
Samuel  Thomas  Sloggett  was  convicted  before  me  at  the 
last  assizes  for  the  county  of  Devon,  of  unlawiiilly  uttering  a  forged 
letter,  signed  "  S.  F.  Sloggett,^  knowing  it  to  be  fo^ed^  with 
intent  to  obtain  certain  goods,  the  property  of  Sampson  Copestake 
and  others;  sentence  was  passea  upon  the  prisoner,  that  is  to 
say,  imprisonment  for  two  calendar  months  in  the  gaol  of  Devon- 
port  He  is  now  in  prison.  Before  any  criminal  charges  were 
made  against  him,  the  prisoner  was  examined  in  the  Court  of 
Bankraptcy  for  the  Exeter  district,  under  an  adjudication  in  bank- 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BrrrLKsroK)  Esq.,  Barruter-at-Law. 
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«Bo.  ruptcy  against  the  prisoner^  on  petition  of  a  creditor.  He,  the 
SuMMBTT.  pnsoner,  Defore  such  examination,  made  and  signed  the  declaration 
—  *  required  by  the  12  &  13  Vict*  c*  106,  s.  117  ;  see  also  section  254. 
1856«  Xhe  examination  was  taken  down  in  writing  in  the  presence  of  the 
Evidmoe-'  Commissioner,  and  was  signed  by  the  prisoner.  In  the  course  of 
Exammaiion  in  the  examination,  the  prisoner  was  cautioned  by  the  commissioner 
bankruptcy,  to  speak  the  truth.  In  a  later  stage  of  the  examination,  the  prisoner 
was  told  by  the  commissioner  that  he  was  to  consider  himself  in 
custody.  On  the  trial  of  the  prisoner,  the  usher  of  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution.  He 
product  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  tne  examination  of 
the  prisoner,  under  the  seal  of  the  court  and  signed  by  the  com- 
missioner. He,  witness,  proved  that  he  was  present  when  the 
prisoner  was  examined  before  the  comn^issioner,  and  that  he  could 
point  out  in  the  examination  the  part  at  which  the  prisoner  was  told 
to  consider  himself  in  custody,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  prisoner 
claimed  the  protection  of  the  commissioner,  or  objected  to  answer 
any  question  on  the  ground  that  the  answer  thereto  would  crimi- 
nate or  might  tend  to  criminate  him,  or  on  any  other  ground.  The 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  proposed  to  read  so  much  of  the 
prisoner's  examination  before  the  commissioner  as  preceded  the 
statement  that  the  prisoner  was  to  consider  himself  in  custody^ 
offering  to  read  the  whole  of  the  examination,  if  desired  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel  The  prisoner's  counsel  objected  to  the  reading 
of  the  examination.  I  received  in  evidence  the  part  of  the  exami- 
nation which  preceded  the  statement  referred  to.  The  prisoner's 
counsel  did  not  require  the  other  part  to  be  read.  A  copy  of  so 
much  of  the  examination  as  was  read  is  annexed  to  this  case.  The 
parties  named  in  the  indictment  as  Sampson  Copestake  and  others, 
are  parties  who  traded  under  the  style  or  firm  oi  Groucock  and  Co. 
mentioned  in  the  examination  of  the  prisoner,  and  are  the  parties 
therein  referred  to.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  the  examination  read  was  properly  received  in  evidence. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  part  of  the  prisoner's  examination 
referred  to  in  the  case. 

The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849. 

In  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  District 

Hall  of  Commerce,  Plymouth,  July  9,  1855. 

In  the  matter  of  Samuel  Thomas  Sl(^gett,  a  bankrupt  before 
Mr.  Commissioner  Bere. 

The  said  S.  T.  Sl<^gett  being  come  before  the  said  commis^ 
eioner  on  the  day  and  year  above  mentioned ;  and  having  made  and 
subscribed  the  declaration  by  law  required,  and  being  examined, 
saith,  *'  the  account  now  produced,  marked  with  the  letter  A.  con- 
tains a  statement  of  all  transactions  I  have  had  with  Messrs. 
Groucock  and  Co»  of  London,  except  the  first,  for  which  I  piud 
cash.  In  August  last  I  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Hughes,  their 
traveller,  and  he  asked  me  what  capital  I  had  in  my  business,  and 
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I  told  him  from  about  2502^  to  300iL   He  asked  me  to  whom  I  could       Bbo. 
refer  him  to  satiafy  him.     I  hesitated,  and  told  him  I  could  not  tell  *• 

to  whom  to  refer  him  to,  but  said  he  could  go  to  my  friends.     I      '^°'"' 
meant  my  father.   He  took  my  father's  address,  and  put  it  down.       isss. 
There  was  shown  a  letter  written  by  Messrs.  Groucock,  of  which  the       - — 
copy  produced  is  as  near  as  I  can  recollect  the  substance.  The  letter  sxm^ati^ 
was  sent  to  my  father  the  24th  Auficust.     The  letter  was  brought    hankn^tey, 
to  me  by  my  youngest  sister,  and  I  was  asked  what  reply  was  to 
be  made  to  it ;  and  I  went  home  to  my  father's  on  the  Sunday 
following  the  receipt  of  the  letter,  and  saw  my  father.     I  ask^ 
my  father  to  reply  to  it,  stating  that  he  knew  as  well  as  I  did  how 
I  was  circumstanced.   My  &ther  refused  to  reply  to  it  as  I  wished, 
because   he  said  the  money  was  not  my  own  capital,  and  was 
borrowed.     My  sister  was  present  at  the  interview.     The  reply 
was  forwarded  and  written  by  my  brother,  Richard  Sl^gett,  on 
the  26th  of  August     The  letter  now  produced,  marked  E,  is  that 
which  he  wrote,  the  whole  is  his  handwriting,  including  the  address. 
The  letter  was  written  ia  an  office  belonging  to  my  brother,  and  was 
not  authorized  by  my  father,  who  did  not  know  of  its  being 
written.     I  did  not  prepare  the  draft  of  the  letter.     My  brother, 
Bichard,  wrote  it  himself,  merely  asking  me  what  to  say.     The 
money  was  not  my  own  property.     My  brother  knew  that  the 
money  had  been  lent  to  me  by  Mrs.  Warburton. 

1st  Question. — What  object  had  you  in  view  when  you  gave 
Messrs.  Groucock  and  Co.  that  statement  in  the  letter,  knowing 
that  it  was  false, — was  it  not  to  obtain  additional  credit  ? 

Answer. — No.    I  had  no  such  object. 

2nd  Question. — Do  you  adhere  to  that  answer? 

Answer. — My  object  was  to  gain  credit  to  a  certain  extent ; 
but  I  was  not  aware  that  the  differeace  between  stating  the  capital 
was  my  own  and  being  borrowed  would  affect  my  credit. 

3rd  Question. — Do  you  adhere  to  that  answer? 

Answer.— Yes. 

4th  Question. — Again  you  are  asked  if  you  adhere  to  that 
answer  ? 

Answer. — ^Yes. 

5th  Question. — Why  did  you  not  then  make  a  true  statement, 
instead  of  a  iaise  one  ? 

Answer. — I  anticipated  one  day  the  sum  would  be  mine,  and  I 
thought  it  was  a  form  of  theirs  to  obtain  a  reference. 

6th  Question. — Why  did  you  practice  such  a  fraud  by  getting 
your  brother  to  write  m  your  father's  name? 

Answer. — I  was  not  aware  that  it  was  a  fraud. 

7th  Question. — What  has  become  of  the  letter  sent  by  Messrs. 
Groucock  and  Co.  to  your  father? 

Answer. — I  do  not  know.  I  haye  neyer  seen  it  since  my  brother 
wrote  the  reply  to  it.    I  belieye  it  has  been  destroyed* 

8th  Question. — Did  you  neyer  promise  your  brother  Bichard  to 
make  it  right  with  your  father  if  he  would  write  it  ? 

Answer. — I  neyer  said  so. 
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Bbo.  9tii  Question. — Did  you  promise  your  brother  to  take  it  to  your 

SixMJOBTx.    ^^^^^^  ^^^  l^^B  approTal  1 

'    Answer. — I  did,  and  took  it  to  my  father  accordingly. 

^^^^*  lOth  Question. — Did  he  caution  you  against  sending  it? 

Evtdene&^        Auswer. — No ;  I  believe  not 
Examnuaion  in     llth  Questiou. — Did  you  tell  your  brother  that  your  fiither  had 
*«»*'^^-    refused? 

Answer. — I  did  before  he  replied  to  it;  he  asked  me  the  nature 
of  ity  and  I  told  him* 

(See  R.  V.  Wheater,  2  Moo.  C.  C  45 ;  2  Lewin  C.  C.  157 ; 
R.  V.  Garbett,  2  Cox  Grim.  Csfl.  448 ;  1  Den.  C  C.  236 ;  2  Car.  & 
Kir.  474 ;  cases  collected  in  Taylor  on  Evidence,  2nd  edit..  Vol.  L 
273,8.821.) 

Collier,  for  the  prisoner.  This  conviction  cannot  be  sustained, 
because  it  is  founded  upon  improper  evidence.  The  bankrupt's 
examination  was  inadmissible  in  evidence  against  him,  because  it 
was  taken  under  section  117  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  (12  &  13  Vict 
c  106),  and  was  compulsory  upon  the  bankrupt  He  was 
being  examined  touching  his  estate  and  effects,  and  had  made  the 
Btatutory  declaration  ^'  that  he  would  make  true  answer  to  all  such 
questions  as  might  be  proposed  to  him  respecting  all  his  property 
and  all  dealings  and  transactions  relating  thereto,  and  would  make 
a  full  and  true  disclosure  of  all  that  had  been  done  with  the  said 
property  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  information  and  belie£"  He 
was,  therefore,  bound  to  answer,  and  might  have  been  committed 
by  the  commissioner  for  not  answering.  He  had  not  the  ordinary 
privilege  of  a  witness,  who  may,  at  any  stage  of  the  examination, 
claim  the  protection  of  the  court,  and  refuse  to  answer  questions 
on  the  ground  that  they  would  tend  to  criminate  him :  {R,  v.  Gar" 
bett,  2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  448  ;  1    Den.  C.  C.  237.) 

Coleridge,  J. — K  he  cltums  the  same  protection  before  a  bank- 
ruptcy commissioner,  and  was  nevertheless  committed  for  not 
answering,  could  he  not  obtain  his  discharge  by  writ  oi habeas  carpus  f 

Jervis,  C.  J. — The  courts,  I  believe,  are  not  agreed  upon  that 
matter.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  would  not  discharge  him,  but 
the  other  courts  would. 

Collier. — It  is  quite  clear  that  so  far  as  the  questions  relate  to  his 
^'  trade  dealings  and  estate,"  he  must  answer  whatever  the  conse- 
quences. The  law  is  so  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  JEx  parte  Cossens, 
fiuck,  531;  adopted  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Ex  parte  Kirby,  1  Mont. 
&  McAr.  212  ;  and  by  Sir  John  Cross,  in  Ex  parte  Heath,  2  Dea. 
&  C.  216 ;  Cates  v.  Hardacre,  3  Taunt.  424,  is  an  authority  to  the 
same  effect ;  and  £.  y.ffheater  (2  Moo.  C.  C.  45)  is  distinguishable, 
because  there  the  witness  was  cautioned,  and  allowed  to  elect  what 
questions  he  would  auswer.  Then,  even  supposing  that  the  bank* 
rapt  might  stop  the  inquiry  as  soon  as  it  extended  beyond  the 
subject  of  his  '^  trade  dealings  and  estate,''  the  privilege  would  be 
practically  useless,  if  the  bankrupt  is  required  to  distinguish 
between  questions  which  do  and  those  which  do  not  relate  to  his 
^'  trade  dealings  and  estate."    The  inquiry  itself  is  one  of  the 
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widest  and  most  undefined  description ;  and  to  hold  that  the  bank-        Bso. 

nipt  is  not  protected,  unless  he  claims  the  protection  at  the  proper  g^^^^ 

moment,  is,  in  effect,  to  deprive  him  of  all  protection.     The  only        

reasonable  alternative  is  to  consider  the  whole  examination  compul-       18^6. 

80iy  (as  practically  it  is),  and  upon  that  ground  to  exclude  it  EMenc^— 

altogether.  ...  Exammatumim 

Cresswbll,  J. — I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  which  entitles    honhmpicy, 
the  commissioners  in  bankruptcy  to  disregard  the  general  rules  of 
evidence,  for  the  cases  of  Ex  parte  Cossens  and  Ex  parte  Kirby  do 
Dot  go  that  length.     They  merely  show  that  a  bankrupt  is  bound 
to  disdoee  what  property  he  has. 

CoUier. — In  the  present  case,  at  all  events,  that  portion  of  the 
examination  which  was  read  in  evidence,  related  so  closely  to  the 
mvestigation  concerning  the  trade  dealings  and  estate  of  the  bank- 
rapt  that  he  could  not  have  escaped  answering.  If  he  had  objected 
to  answer  on  the  ground  that  tiie  questions  were  criminatory,  he 
would  have  been  told  at  once  that  he  was  bound  to  answer^  because 
they  related  to  those  matters  into  which  the  commissioner  has  a 
compulsory  power  of  investigation. 

EBLEy  J. — The  questions  seem  to  have  been  put,  not  with  a 
view  to  disclosure  of  estate,  but  with  reference  to  the  bankrupt's 
certificate,  the  object  being  to  ascertain  whether  he  had  resorted  to 
improper  means  of  obtaining  credit. 

CSc^ffiCT-.— There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  if  he  had  refused  to  an- 
swer, and  been  committed  by  the  commissioner,  as  he  probably  would 
have  been,  that  commitment  would  have  been  upheld.  Under  such 
drcnmstances,  the  bankrupt's  statement  cannot  be  considered 
voluntary ;  and  not  being  voluntary,  it  is  excluded  by  the  estab- 
lished rules  of  evidence. 

Coleridgey  contHL — This  examination  was  admissible.  It  was 
a  voluntary  statement  made  by  the  prisoner  upon  oath,  in  the 
eourse  of  a  judicial  investigation ;  and  it  has  been  often  held  that 
a  statement  is  not  less  voluntaiy  because  made  by  a  witness  in  a 
eonrt  of  justice.  The  reason  is,  that  the  witness  is  privil^ed  to 
refuse  an  answer  to  any  question  which  may  criminate  him ;  but 
he  most  claim  the  .privilege  in  order  to  luive  the  benefit.  The 
question  was  much  discussed  in  R,  v.  Garbett,  and  there  it  was 
held  by  a  majority  of  the  judges,  that  the  witness  did  not  lose  his 
privilege  by  answering  some  questions  without  objection ;  but 
that  he  might,  at  any  part  of  the  examination,  refuse  to  answer^ 
and  if  after  that  he  was  compelled  to  answer,  the  statement  made 
by  him  v^uld  not  be  voluntary,  and  consequently  could  not  after- 
wards be  used  in  evidence  against  him.  If,  however,  he  makes  no 
objection,  and  elects  to  answer,  he  cannot  afterwards  deny  that  the 
statement  was  voluntary,  so  as  to  exclude  it  as  evidence  upon  his 
subsequent  trial.  This  is  the  general  rule  of  law,  and  it  applies  to 
the  examination  of  a  bankrupt  ov  commissioners  as  well  as  to  the 
examination  of  a  witness  at  Nisi  Prius,  except  that  the  bankrupt 
must  disclose  his  estate.  That  is  essential  to  the  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceedings, but  beyond  mere  disclosure  of  estate  he  has  the  same 
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*■**•       privilege  as  any  other  witness.    The  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt 
Slooobtt.    -^^^  (^38*  II ?>  254)  are  quite  consistent  with  the  observance  of  that 

priviWe,  and  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  Cossensy  expressly  recognises 

^^^^'       it.     With  the  exception  of  disclosure  of  estate,  he  says,  **  that  if  a 
Evidence^    ''^Q  '^'^  gone  ou  answering  questions  that  had  a  tendency  to 
Examination  mi  criminate  himself,  he  may  stay  in  answering  those  questions  when- 
hankrty^,    ever  he  pleases.    You  cannot  carry  him  further  than  he  chooses 
voluntarily  to  go  himself."     Nor  are  the  cases  of  Ex  parte  Kirhyy  or 
Ex  parte  Heathy  or  B.  v.  Wheater,  at  all  at  variance  with  that 
position.     In  the  two  former,  the  questions  were  connected  with 
disclosure  of  estate,  and  the  distinction  between  the  examination 
of  a  bankrupt  and  that  of  any  other  witness  was  really  confined 
to  such  questions.     The  latter  case,  of  R.  v.  JVheater^  is  certainly 
no  authority  for  saying  that  in  every  case  the  bankrupt's  examina- 
tion is  inadmissible,  unless  he  has  been  cautioned  and  permitted  to 
elect  what  questions  he  would  answer.     There  the  course  taken  is 
explained  by  the  circumstance  that  the  bankrupt  was  already  under 
charge  of  an  offence.   (He  also  mentioned  a  case  decided  by  Crow- 
der,  J.,  on  the  western  circuit  during  the  last  assizes,  as  being 
expressly  in  point  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  examination.) 
Collier  was  heard  in  reply. 

Jeryis,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  properly 
received,  and  that  the  conviction  is  riffht.  This  case  does  not 
raise  the  general  question  which  is  raised  in  some  of  the  casesjnow 
before  tins  court,  {b)  and  as  that  question  is  not  open  to  us  at 

E resent,  I  abstain  from  comments  upon  the  decisions  which  have 
een  cited  and  discussed  in  the.  course  of  the  argument ;  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  admissibility  of  the  examination  cannot  be 
held  to  depend,  as  Mr.  Collier  suggests,  upon  whether  the  bank- 
rupt was  able  to  distinguish  between  questions  which  did  and  those 
which  did  not  relate  to  bis  estate.  The  true  question  is  whether 
the  examination  does  so  relate  to  his  estate  as  to  preclude  him 
from  objecting ;  because,  if  he  might  have  objected  to  the  questions 
put  to  him  and  did  not,  his  statement  was  voluntary  and  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  him ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  he  might, 
inasmuch  as  the  questions  did  not  relate  to  his  estate  dealings  or 
effects.  The  conviction  therefore  is  right. 
CoLERiDGjB,  J.,  concurred. 

Cbesswell,  J. — ^If  it  had  been  necessary  for  the  decision  of 
this  case,  I  should  have  desired  more  time  to  consider  the  real 
effect  of  Lord  Lyndhurst's  decision  in  Ex  parte  Kirby;  but  it  is 
not  necessary,  because  in  this  case,  at  all  events,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  general  rule  of  law  applies.  To  a  certain  extent  the  1 17  th 
section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  has  taken  away  from  a  bankrupt, 
under  examination  before  a  commissioner,  the  ordinary  privilege  of 
a  witness — that  of  refusing  to  answer  questions  which  might  tend 

(h)  In  R.  T.  CroiSf  the  qnoBtioo  as  to  the  admUsibility  of  a  bankrapt*!  examinatioo 
towshing  hia  eatato,  waa  aabeeqnently  argned,  bat  no  jadgmeot  has  jet  been  givan;  and 
juoCher  caae,  not  aligned,  awaits  the  decision  of  R,  t.  Crou. 
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tterimniate;  bat  in  1117  opinion  the  examination  in  question  was  Rbq. 

mi  within  the  exception  created  by  the  statute.    It  aid  not  relate  ^u^^^gj, 

U  the  estate  and  dealings  of  the  bankrupt,  and,  notwithstanding  — 

section  117,  he  might  lawfully  have  objected  to  answer.   His  not  1856. 

daing  so  lesders  the  examination  voluntary  and  admissible.  Evidmda— 

EbLB,  J,,  and  MaBTIN,  B.,  OOnCUrred.  EaammaHon  in 

Conviction  affirmed*  btmkrupicjf. 


irelantr. 

COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.  J.,  Pennefatheb,  B.,  Ball  and 

Pebbin,  JJ.,  and  Obeene,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Willlam  Mehegan.  (a) 

AmumU — Attempt  to  have  connection  tvith  girl  between  ten  and  twelve 

years  of  age — Consent. 

If  (le  jury  find  that  the  prosecutrix  was  a  consenting  party  to  indecent 
Uberiies  taken  ky  the  prisoner  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  an  assault. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  assaulting  and  attempting  to  have  carnal 
knowlecfge  of  a  girl  between  the  ages  of  ten  and  twelve  years.  When  the 
tote  for  the  Crown  closedy  counsel  for  the  prisoner  called  upon  the  judge 
to  leave  a  question  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prosecutrix  consenting  to  the 
acts  complaint  of  to  tell  them^if  they  thought  she  had  consented^  to 
acquit  Ae  prisoner,  which  his  Jbordship  declined  to  do,  but  told  the 
jitry  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  they  should 
etmviet  the  prisoner. 

Bdd,  a  misdirectiony  and  that  the  prisoner  who  had  been  convicted  should 
he  Usehargedj  and  the  conviction  quashed. 

^pHE  following  case  was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Perrin : — 
A  At  the  assizes  held  for  the  county  of  Cork,  in  the  Spring 
of  1855,  William  Mehegan  was  indicted  before  me,  for  that  he,  on 
the  28th  day  of  January,  1805,  at  Kilmoney,  did  assault  and 
mikwfully  attempt  to  carnally  know  and  abuse  Mar^ret  Cor- 
^nin,  a  girl  above  the  age  of  ten  years  and  under  the  age  of 
twehre  years,  to  wit,  ten  years  and  six  months*  against  peace  and 
ttatnte. 

To  support  this  indictment  the  following  evidence  was  adduced 
by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown. 

(a)  Beported  bj  P.  J.  M'Esnna,  Esq^  Barrister-aft-Lav. 
VOL  VIL  L 


1856. 
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Rw»-  First  witness,  Margaret  Corcoran. — On  the  28th  day  of  Jann- 

MsHBOAir.  ary  was  near  Tom  Barry's  Gross  after  nine  at  night  L  saw  the 
pnsoner,  asked  him  for  a  halfpenny,  and  he  said  if  I  would  go 
down  to  the  field  he  would  give  me  sixpence.  He  gave  me  a 
halfpenny.  I  asked  for  another,  and  said  if  he  gave  it  I  would  go 
down.  He  gave  it  and  took  me  off  the  ditch  to  James  Barry's 
field ;  he  stretched  back  himself  and  told  me  to  sit  on  his  knee.  I 
said,  Bill  Mehegan,  let  me  alone  till  I  go  home ;  he  said,  Hush, 
hush,  don't  be  calling  any  name  at  all.  He  let  me  go,  when  Mrs. 
Barry  and  Ellen  Moore  came  out^  and  ran  away.  In  the  field  he  had 
my  clothes  up,  and  his  trowsers  opened ;  his  private  parts  touched 
me  under  my  clothes ;  he  had  hola  of  my  arm. 

Cross-examined. — Mrs.  Barry  and  the  other  girl  came  out,  and 
he  ran  off  one  way  and  I  another.  I  was  sitting  on  his  knee ;  he 
did  not  carry  me. 

Second  witness,  Ellen  Moore. — Saw  prisoner  and  first  witness 
together;  heard  her  say  give  it  me  and  I'll  go.  They  went  over 
the  ditch.  He  had  no  hold  of  her.  I  went  to  Mrs.  Barry  and 
told  her,  and  then  to  my  aunt,  and  saw  them  come  out  of  the 
field. 

Third  witness,  Ann  Corcoran. — Margaret  is  above  ten,  near 
eleven  years.  She  went  out  after  nine  o'clock.  Came  in 
frightened  and  her  eyes  glistened. 

Fourth  witness,  tiliza  Barry. — I  went  into  the  back  yard 
immediately  on  Miss  Moore's  statement,  and  saw  a  man  and  a 
little  girL  I  called  out  who  is  there ;  they  went  on,  the  giri  to 
the  t^bA^  and  the  other  to  the  river. 

Case  for  the  prosecution  closed. 

Mr.  Exhamy  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  then  called  upon  me  to 
leave  it  to  the  jury  whether  or  not  the  girl  consented  to  the  aots 
of  the  prisoner,  as  detuled  in  the  evidence,  and  that,  if  the  jury 
found  that  the  girl  was  a  consenting  party,  that  he  could  not  be 
found  guilty  of  the  assault  charged  by  reason  of  such  assault. 

I  declined  to  do  so,  and  told  the  jury  that,  if  they  believed  the 
evidence,  they  should  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  reserving  however 
the  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  your  lordships,  according  to 
theprovisions  of  the  statute  11  &  12  Yiot.  o.  78. 

Uases  cited  for  the  prisoner  were  Reg.  v.  Meredith^  8  C.  &  Pay. 
689;  Reg.  v.  MarHn,  2  Wood's  C.  C.  123;  9  C.  &  Pay.  213; 
Ri^.  V.  Jbad,  2  C.  &  Eir.  957. 

L.  Pebbik. 

The  court  was  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  bad,  and 
should  be  quashed.  Counsel  for  the  Crown,  J.  R.  CarhalHs,  Q.C. 
For  the  pnsoner  W.  Exhain.  {b) 

(6)  The  court  sat  nnezpectedly  at  a  late  honr,  and  I  am,  therefore,  usable  to  giTB  more 
than  the  case  stated,  and  the  result,— Bbfortbh. 
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COUBT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

FAruaryiZ^  1856. 

(Befnre  Lbfrot,  C. J.,  Monahan,  C. J.,  Torrbns,  Ball, 
Persin  and  Jackson,  J  J.,  and  Pbnkefatheb,  B.) 

Beo.  v.  Mast  Shea,  (a) 

LareefK^ — Lost  nates — Finder  keeping — Felonious  intent. 

Lk  order  to  make  the  detention  of  lost  notes  by  a  finder  larceny,  it  is 
necessary  that  at  the  time  at  which  he  first  took  the  notes  he  should 
have  the  intention  of  appropriating^  knowing^  or  having  reason  to 
know,  who  was  the  owner, 

Wkere^from  the  manner  in  which  the  question  has  been  left  to  the  jury^ 
it  is  possible  that  they  may  have  convicted  the  prisoner,  believing  that 
am  nyfier  knowledge  of  the  ownership  of  the  notes,  and  a  subsequent 
detention  and  appropriation^  wouldjus^y  them  infisiding  the  prisoner 
gmky  ^larceny,  a  conviction  wiU  be  quashed. 

Dpom  the  trial  rf  the  prisoner  for  larceny  of  bank  notes,  it  appeared 
thai  the  prosecutor  had  dropped  the  notes  on  a  public  road,  and  did 
not  miss  them  for  some  time.  There  were  no  marks  which  would  give 
a  due  to  the  otonership.  Some  time  after  the  prosecutor  went  to  the 
prisonet's  house,  stating  that  he  had  lost  notes  on  the  road  in  question, 
and  calling  upon  her  to  give  them  up,  which  she  refused,  saying  she 
knew  nothing  of  them.  On  a  stdf  sequent  occasion,  and  after  an  interval 
ef  about  twelve  months,  a  search  was  made,  and  several  of  the  notes 
were  found  with  the  prisoner.  The  judge  in  charging  told  the  jury 
tkat,  if  she  took  the  notes  and  kept  them,  knowing  who  was  the  owner, 
with  the  intention  (f  appropriating,  they  should  convict  her, 

Edd,  wrong  in  not  confining  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  precise  time 
ai  which  the  notes  were  first  taken  up. 

SewMe,  thai  cases  which  tend  to  convert  the  ground  of  a  civil  action  into 
m  ensmnal  offence  are  to  be  followed  with  caution,  and  that  the  older 
authorities  on  the  law  of  larceny  should  be  strictly  foUowed, — Per 
L^roy,  C,  J. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt  by 
Mr.  Jofltice  Perrin : — 
Ibe  prisoner  was  indicted  in  one  connt  for  the  larceny  of  100 

(a)  Bepacted  by  P.  J.  M'KnniA,  £iq^  Banister-at-Law. 

L  2 
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Rbo.        one-pound  notes,  the  property  of  one Butler,  and  in  a  second 

Shea.       Count  for  receiving  the  same  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor,  in  October  185 1, 

1856.  received  a  large  sum  of  money,  100/.,  in  one-pound  notes  from 
iMTcemfbg  ^^'  Magrath,  the  manager  of  tne  Bank.  Was  going  to  Killamey 
jittduiff.  about  the  6th  of  November,  1851.  The  money  dropped  out  of 
his  pocket  between  Cahirciveen  and  Killorgiin.  The  notes  were 
made  up  in  a  book  as  they  came  from  the  Bank,  the  first  being 
numbered  80,701,  and  the  last  80,800.  In  a  week  or  fortnight 
afterwards,  in  consequence  of  information  Butler  received,  he  went 
to  the  house  of  the  prisoner^  and  telling  her  of  his  loss  asked  her 
if  she  had  the  money,  but  she  denied  all  knowledge  of  it.  He 
offered  her  10/.,  ana  on  a  subsequent  occasion  20/L,  but  she 
persevered  in  her  denial  He  asked  her  why  she  had  gone  off  the 
road  across  the  bog,  and  she  replied  that  she  had  lost  her  road. 
Butler  gave  notice  to  the  Bank  to  stop  the  notes,  and  advertised 
the  loss  of  them. 

In  consequence  of  information  received,  a  constable,  on  the  18th 
day  of  July,  1855,  went  with  a  search  warrant  to  the  prisoner's 
house.  He  asked  the  prisoner  if  she  had  any  money,  she  replied 
she  had,  and  gave  him  5/.  not  being  any  of  the  lost  notes.  While 
making  the  search,  the  constable  observed  her  endeavouring  to 
secrete  on  her  person  a  small  bundle,  which,  after  some  resistance 
on  her  part,  he  took  from  her  by  force,  and  it  was  found  to  contain 
fifteen  one-pound  notes,  one  of  which,  being  numbered  80,800,  was 
identified  by  the  prosecutor  as  one  of  the  notes  lost  by  him,  the 
other  bore  numbers  between  80,701  and  80,800. 

His  lordship  directed  an  acquittal  on  the  count  for  receiving, 
and  as  to  the  count  for  larceny  told  the  jury  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  the  prisoner  having  actually  stolen  the  notes,  but  that 
if  the  jury  believed  that  the  prisoner  had  found  the  notes  and  that 
she,  knowing  who  was  the  owner,  had  retained  them  with  the  intent 
of  appropriating  them  to  her  own  use,  and  had  endeavoured  to 
conceal  them  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  owner  from 
recovering  possession  of  them,  the  jury  would  be  justified  in  con- 
victing the  prisoner  of  the  larceny. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  larceny  and  acquitted 
her  on  the  other  count.  His  lordship  reserved  for  the  court  the 
question  as  to  whether  his  lordship's  direction  to  the  jury  as  to 
the  count  for  larceny  was  correct  in  point  of  law. 

Edward  SuUivan  (for  the  prisoner). — The  direction  of  the  judge  in 
this  case  was  wrong  in  point  of  law.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  case 
that  the  prisoner  knew  the  prosecutor  to  be  the  owner  of  the  notes,  or 
saw  him  use  them,  that  is,  knew  at  the  time  when  she  must^  have 
taken  the  notes..  The  first  knowledge  she  had  of  this  fact  was  the 
prosecutor  informing  her  he  had  lost  the  notes,  and  taxing  her  with 
having  taken  them.  If  ut  the  time  a  person  takes  up  notes 
without  knowing  to  whom  they  belong,  and  has  an  intention  of 
appropriating  them,  that  is  not  larceny.  In  Thristle's  case, 
3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  573,  it  was  held,  that  if  A.  find  the  chattel  of 


CBIMIKAL  LAW   GA8BS.  149 

« 

•DoUier,  and  instantly  appropriate  it  ammo  fwrcendi^  that  ia,  with       T^'^* 
the  intent  of  usurping  the  entire  dominion  over  it,  but  under  such       %^mj^ 

drcumstances  as  to  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  that,  at  the  time  of      • 

the  appropriation,  he  really  believed  that  the  owner  could  neither        ^^^^- 

find  the  chattel  nor  be  found  himself,  such  appropriation  is  not     Larceny  bp 

larceny.   ^  That  case  was  almost  identical  with  the  present.     The      Jindmg. 

prisoner  in  that  case  found  the  note  which  had  been  accidently 

dropped  on  the  high  road,  there  was  nothing  to  show  who  was  the 

owner,  he  meant  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use  when  he  took 

it  up.     Before  he  disposed  of  it  he  learned  who  the  owner  was, 

but,  nevertheless,  changed  it  and  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use. 

The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  had  reason  to  believe  it  to  be  the 

prosecutor's  property  before  he  changed  it.    A  verdict  of  guilty  was 

^Greeted  ander  the  circamstances,  but  upon  conferring  with  his 

brother  jo^e.  Baron  Parke,  who  tried  the  case,  was  of  opinion 

that  the  original  taking  was  not  felonious,  and  therefore  reserved 

sentence  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  who 

thought  the  conviction  was  wrong.  Reg.  v.  Dixon  (25  Law  J.  Mag. 

Cas.  39)  is  also  an  authority  bearing  curectly  on  this  point.  It  was 

there  held,  that  if  a  man  find  lost  property  and  keep  it,  and  at  the 

time  of  finding  it  have  no  means  of  discovering  the  owner,  he  is 

not  guilty  of  larceny,  because  he  afterwards  has  means  of  finding 

bim,  and  retains  the  property.     From  the   observation  of  the 

judges  in  that  case,  it  appears  that  the  fact  of  one  who  finds,  not 

making  inquiry,  will  not  make  his  keeping  the  article  found  larceny. 

Uliat  Baron  Parke  says  in  that  case  is  very  applicable  to  the 

present  :     *^  There  is  nothing  in  this  case  but  that  tne  notes  were 

lost,  and  the  prisoner  has  taken  possession  of  them,  and  kept  them. 

If  he  had  seen  them  drop  from  the  prosecutor,  or  if  they  had  the 

owner's  name  upon  them,  or  there  had  been  something  of  that 

ant  to  enable  the  prisoner  to  know  who  the  owner  was  at  the 

moment  that  he  picked  up  the  notes,  it  would  have  been  a  different 

case."     These  notes  were  a  waif  or  stray  as  spoken  of  by  Baron 

Parke  in  his  judgment  in  Thristk^e  case,  and  there  is  no  evidence 

of  appropriation  by  the  prisoner  against  the  will  of  the  prosecutor. 

In  all  the  cases  the  question  seems  to  have  been,  was  there  at  the 

time  the  money  was  taken  up  an  animus  furandi;  now,  firom  the 

way  in  which  the  question  was  left  to  the  jury  here,  they  might 

bave    found   the  prisoner  guilty  under  a  state  of  facts  which 

would  show  that  she  was  really  not  guilty,  namely,  an  innocent 

taking  up,  and  afterwards  a  guilty  determination  to  keep  and 

appropriate. 

CarbaUiSy  Q.  C. — I  admit  that  if  a  man  takes  up  a  note  which 
lie  has  found,  without  any  felonious  intent,  and  afterwards  comes 
to  the  determination  to  appropriate  it  animo  furandi^  that  will  not 
ooostitttte  larceny. 

Perrin,  J. — If  the  issue  had  been,  did  the  prisoner  take  these 
notes,  at  the  time  she  took  them  knowing  who  the  owner  was,  it 
would  have  been  all  right 

MoNAHAK,  C.  J. — The  question  was  left  to  the  jury  thus:  **If 


150  CRIMINAL  LAW  CASKS. 

B>o.       the  jury  believed  tbat  the  prisoner  had  found  the  notes,  and  that 
S^        she^  knowing  who  was  the  owner^  retained  them  with  the  intent  of 

*       appropriating  them  to  her  own  use,  and  had  endeavoured  to  con- 

1856.       ceal  them  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  owner  from  recovering 

Laa^cemi  bg    P^^^^^^^o^  o(  them,  they  should  find  her  guilty."    It  does  not  say, 

jMinff.      ^^en  knowing.    The  jury  may  have  taken  the  direction  to  mean, 

that  if  she  discovered  the  owner  four  or  five  years  afterwards,  and 

then  determined  to  appropriate  with  this  knowledge,  she  would 

have  been  guilty  of  larceny. 

CarbalUs,  Q.  C. — When  the  constable  went  to  her  house  to 
search  she  did  not  deny  all  knowledge  of  the  transaction  or  of 
the  ownership.  He  asked  her  why  she  had  ^one  off  the  road  and 
run  across  the  b^,  and  she  said  she  had  lost  her  road. 

Pebbin.  J. — There  was  no  evidence  explaining  these  remarks. 
MoNAHAK,  C.  J. — If  his  lordship  had  told  the  jury  that  if  she 
found  the  notes  on  the  road,  and  had  run  off  to  escape  from  the 
owner,  they  might  find  her  guilty,  it  would  have  been  correct 

Pebbin,  J. — The  direction  was  wrong  in  not  confining  the  jury 
to  the  particular  time  at  which  the  notes  were  taken  up. 

Lefbot,  C.  J. — The  dicta,  that  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon 

Sersons  finding  property  to  search  for  the  owner,  and  that  if  they 
0  not  they  are  guuty  of  larceny,  are  overruled,  and  properly  sa 
The  old  law  upon  this  subject,  as  it  is  laid  down  in  Male  and 
Hawkins,  is  conipletely  restored  and  recognised.  The  case  of 
Beff.  V.  West  (1  Denison,  C.  C.  387),  does  not  affect  the  other 
authorities  cited,  but  rather  stren^hens  them,  as  the  court  were 
of  opinion  that  the  purse,  the  subject  of  the  indictment,  was  not 
lost  at  all,  and  therefore  the  prisoner  was  pix>perly  convicted  of 
larceny. 

Canvietian  quashed* 
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COURT  OF  QUEEirS  BENCH. 
May  31,  1856. 
(B&re  LuFROT,  C.  J.,  Cbamfton,   Pebbin,  and  Moobe,  JJ.) 
The  Queen  in  ebbob  t;.  Evans,  (a) 

Errcr-^Inammteni  verdict — ^Venire  de  novo. 

Vhere  a  verdict  is  inconsistent^  the  court  mU  award  a  venire  de  novo. 

ik  prisoner  was  indicted  for  steaUng  three  sheepj  the  property  of  E.  J, 
There  was  a  count  charging  him  with  receiving  the  same  goods  on  the 
same  day.  The  finding  of  the  jury  as  entered  on  the  record  wasy 
that  the  prisoner  was  ''  guilty  of  the  premises  on  the  said  indictment 
above  specified  :  ** 

Beld,  that  although  such  finding  amounted  to  a  finding  of  guilty  on 
each  county  yet  as  it  was  impossible  that  the  prisoner  could  have  been 
guHty  of  both  offences^  under  the  circumstances  the  Crown  should  not 
be  at  &erty  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  on  one  count,  and  move  for 
sentence  on  the  other,  but  that  a  venire  de  novo  should  be  awarded. 

THIS  was  a  writ  of  error  brought  by  the  Crown  for  the  purpose 
of  quashing  an  illegal  sentence  of  transportation  and  having 
the  proper  sentence  pronounced,  under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78, 
8. 5.  On  the  case  coming  before  the  court,  Mr.  Justice  Perrin 
referred  to  the  diiBculty  raised  by  the  form  in  which  the  verdict 
was  entered,  and  the  prisoner  being  unable  to  retain  counsel. 

Mr.  Morris  was  assigned  by  the  court  as  counsel  for  the  prisoner. 
The  following  was  the  indictment  and  assignment  of  errors : — 
County  of  Kerry,  1      The  jurors  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon 
to  wit.  J  their  oath  present,  that  David  Evans,  on  the 

15th  day  of  December,  1855,  at  Knuckynoe,  feloniously  did  steal, 
take,  and  drive  away  three  sheep,  of  the  property,  goods,  and 
dattels  of  Ellen  Shine,  against  tne  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided. 

Ajad  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  David  Evans,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesidd,  feloniously 
did  receive  the  said  three  sheep  so  as  aforesaid  feloniously  stolen, 
taken,  and  driven  away  at  the  time  when  he  so  received  the 
aaid  property,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  Ellen  Shine,  then 

(a)  Beported  by  P.  J.  M^Ksmha,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law 
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well   knowing  the  same  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen,  tiken^ 
and  carried  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  caie  made 
and  provided.     And   afterwards,   to   wit,   at  the   same  Oenerai 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  of  our  said  Lady  Victoria  the  i^ueen, 
holden  at  Tralee,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  Januarv^  in  the  }ear  of 
our  Lord  aforesaid,  before  the  said  William  M^Dermott  aid  the 
said  justices  of  our  stud  Lady  Victoria  the  Queen  above  nvmed, 
and  others  their  fellows  aforesaid,  came  the  said  David  Eva'^s,  in 
his  own  proper  person,  under  the  custody  of  Robert  Conway  lick- 
son,  hi^  snenff  of  the  said  county,  to  whose  custody  the  said 
David  Evans  was  before  that  time  committed,  and  being  brought 
to  the  bar  of  the  court  here  in  his  proper  person,  is  committedby 
the  court  here  to  the  custody  of  the  said  sneriff,  and  having  h^rd 
the  said  indictment  read,  and  forthwith  demanded  of  and  concen- 
ing  the  premises  in  the  indictment  aforesaid,    how    he    wold 
acquit  himself  thereof,  the  said  David  Evans  says  he  is  not  gai^y 
thereof,  and  of  and  concerning  the  premises  therein  containea,  ad 
for  good  and  for  ill  he  puts  himself  on  the  country,  and  the  Rigt 
Honourable  William  Keogh,   being   then  and   there  Attome- 
General  for  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  who  prosecutes  for  our.  Bid 
Lady  the  Queen,  in  his  behalf  doth  the  like,  therefore  by  tk 
consent  of  the  said  David  Evans,  let  a  jury  thereupon  come  imme 
diately  before  the  said  William  M'Dermott  and  the  justices  of  ovl 
said  Lady  the   Queen  above  named,   and  others  their  fellowa 
aforesaid  here,  by  whom  the  matter  may  be  better  known^  and 
who  are  not  akin  to  the  said  David  Evans,  to  inquire  upon  their 
oaths  whether  the  said  David  Evans  be  guilty  of  the  premises  in 
the  said  indictment  or  any  part  thereof  above  specified  aforesaid  or 
not,  because  as  well  the  said  William  Keogh,  Attornev-General  for 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen«  who  prosecutes  for  our  said  Lady  Victoria 
the  Queen  in  this  behalf  as  aforesaid,  as  the  said  David  Evans 
has  put  himself  on  that  issue,  and  the  jurors  of  the  iury  aforesaid, 
impanelled  and  returned  for  this  purpose  by  the  saia  sheriff  of  the 
county  aforesaid  (setting  out  their  names),  being  called  came,  who 
being  duly  sworn,  tried,  and  chosen  to  speak  the  truth  of  and  con- 
cermngthe  premises  in  the  said  indictment  above  specified  and  every 
part  thereof^  do  say  upon  their  oath,  that  the  said  David  Evans  is 
guilty  of  the  premises  in  the  said   indictment  above  specified^   in 
manner  and  form   as  by  the  said   indictment  and    tfie  premises 
therein  contained  above  against  him  is  alleged^  and  that  the  said 
David  EvanSy  as   to  the    premises  in  the  said  indictment  above 
specified  and  every  part  thereof  did  commit  the  felony  upon  Huit 
occasion^  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  now  here 
seen  and  fully  understood  by  the  said  William  M^Dermott  and  the 
said  justices  and  their  fellows  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our 
said  Lady  Victoria  as  aforesaid,  and  here  assembled  at  the  said 
General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  aforesaid. 

It  is  ordered  and  adjudged  by  the  said  William  M^Dermott  and 
the  said  justices  and  their  fellows,  that  the  said  David  Evans  as  to 
the  premises  contained  in  the  aforesaid  indictment  and  every  part 
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tbereof  above  specified,  and  whereupon  it  is  considered  by  the       Rio* 
oonrt  here  that  the  said  David  Evans  be  transported  immediately,      ^y^g, 

or  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be^  beyond  the  seas  for  the  term       

of  seven  years  to  be  computed  from  the  time  of  his  conviction.  1B66. 

The  Solicitor 'Gejieral  (with  whom  Corballisy  Q.  C),  for  the  p,^j^^ 
Crown. — The  illegal  sentence  is  to  be  put  entirely  out  of  con-  Error. 
sideration;  it  is  erroneous,  and  the  case  is  to  be  treated  as 
if  there  had  been  no  sentence  on  the  record.  Under  these 
dreomstances  the  court  may  either  pronounce  the  proper  sentence 
or  send'  the  case  back  to  the  court  below  to  pass  the  proper 
eentence.  We  understand  that  the  difficulty  m  the  nund  of 
the  court  arises  from  there  being  two  inconsistent  counts,  and  a 

Enend  verdict  which  does  not  say  on  which  count  the  prisoner 
8  been  found  guilty.  After  verdict  you  are  to  consider  this 
finding  as  a  conviction  for  two  distinct  felonies.  fP^RBi^^  J*-—* 
Then,  if  so,  we  are  to  pronounce  two  sentenc-es. J  Campbell  v. 
The  Queen  (11  Q.  B.  799,  and  2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  463)  shows 
merely  that  felony  is  not  nomen  coUectivum,  and  that  a  finding  of 
guilty  of  the  felony  aforesaid,  when  there  were  two  counts,  each 
involving  a  different  punishment,  is  bad  for  uncertainty.  We  are 
reeved  from  that  difficulty  here,  because  we  have  words  which 
amount  to  a  finding  of  guilty  on  both  counts ;  namely,  '*  that  the 
said  David  Evans  is  guilty  of  the  premises  in  the  said  indictment 
above  specified,  in  manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  indictment  and 
the  jNremises  in  the  said  indictment  above  specified  and  every  part 
diereof."  In  Campbell  v.  The  Queen,  an  indictment  at  Quarter 
Sessions  charged  prisoners,  in  the  first  count,  with  stealing  in  the 
dwellin^house  of  A.  the  money  and  goods  of  A.  above  the  value 
of  51 ;  in  the  second  count,  with  simple  larceny  of  money  and 
goods  of  the  said  A,  describing  them  as  in  the  first  count.  The 
jury  found  the  prisoners  guilty  of  the  felony  aforesaid  as  by  the 
indictment  aforesaid  supposed.  Judgment,  thfit  the  prisoners 
respectively  should  be  transported  for  ten  years.  Error  was  first 
assigned  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  it  was  there  held  that  an  in- 
dictment containing  several  counts  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
and  on  error  for  duplicity,  if  it  necessarily  appear  that  two  or  more 
anmts  are  for  the  same  offence,  but  that  this  did  not  necessarily 
appear  on  the  indictment ;  that  the  word  ^^  felony  "  was  not  nomen 
eoBectivum  ;  that  the  verdict  was  bad  for  uncertainty,  in  not  spe- 
eifyine  the  offence  of  which  it  found  the  prisoners  guilty ;  and 
that  the  judgment  was  erroneous,  the  court  not  being  at  liberty  to 
apply  the  verdict  to  the  first  count  only.  Now  nere  the  two 
counts  are  so  inconsistent  that  they  must  be  taken  to  be  different 
(fences,  and  the  court  is  to  treat  the  record  exactly  as  if  there 
was  a  separate  finding  of  guilty  upon  each  count.  [Lefbot,  C.  J. 
— In  the  present  case,  is  there  any  ground  for  arguing  that  the  two 
counts  were  for  different  offences?  The  second  count  charges  with 
feloniously  receiving  the  said  three  sheep  so  as  aforesaid  feloniously 
stolen.]  In  Campbell  v.  The  Queen  it  equally  appeared  the  same 
goods  in  both  counts,  as  the  second  count  charged  with  larceny  of 
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Bm-        the  goods  and  chattels  of  A.,  describing  them  precisely  as  in  the  first 
Etahs.      <^ou^^    Ia  giving  iudgment  in  that  case  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 

Parke,  B.,  says:  ^'^We  have  had  some  doubt  whether  the  original 

1866.  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  wrong,  and 
VgQ^  whether  that  judgment  ought  not  simply  to  have  been  affirmed,  on 
Bnw,  the  ground  that  the  term  *  felony'  was  nomen  coUectwum  as  well 
as  the  term  '  misdemeanor,'  and  that  both  the  counts  being  good, 
and  both  found  to  be  true,  the  case  fell  within  the  principle  of  the 
decision  of  Rex  v.  Powell^  which  was  certainly  not  expressly  over- 
ruled by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  ffConnell  v.  The 
Queen  which  proceeded  mainly  on  the  ground  that  judgment  was 
given^  in  part  at  least,  on  a  bad  count.''  The  fair  deduction  from 
that  observation  is,  that  if  relieved  of  that  difficulty  about  the  word 
**  felony,"  and  having  nothing  further  to  embarrass  them^  they  would 
have  upheld  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  Under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case.  The  King  v.  Powell  (2  Bam.  &  Ad.  75) 
is  an  authority  for  the  court  pronouncing  judgment  on  this  record. 
There  the  indictment  charged^  firstly,  an  assault  with  intent  to 
ravish;  and,  secondly,  a  common  assault.  The  jury  found  the 
defendant  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor  and  offence  in  the  indictment 
specified,  and  the  court  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  two  years'  im- 
prisonment with  hard  labour.  It  was  held,  on  a  writ  of  error,  that 
the  word  ^  misdemeanor  "  was  nomen  coUecdvum  ;  that  the  finding 
of  the  jury  was,  in  effect,  a  finding  of  guilty  of  the  whole  matter 
charged  in  the  indictment.  The  record  here  shows  that,  as  to  the 
premises  and  every  part  thereof,  the  jury  thought  the  prisoner 
guilty.  That  means  guilty  of  both  the  felonies  charged.  We  have 
two  distinct  counts,  both  good,  and  a  verdict  on  both ;  and,  on  the 
authority  of  Campbell  v.  The  Queen  you  may  pronounce  sentence 
on  either  of  the  counts.  The  Crown  may  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  on 
one  of  the  counts.  In  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  Rowlands  (2  Den.  C.  C. 
364),  on  the  recommendation  of  the  court,  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  on  three  counts  after  verdict  [Moore,  J. — How  do  you 
|et  over  this  difficulty,  that  there  has  been  judgment  in  this  case?] 
The  court  having  pronounced  the  judgment  illegal,  it  is  removed 
entirely,  and  we  are  to  treat  the  case  as  if  there  had  been  nothing 
further  than  the  verdict  in  the  case.  In  Holhway  v.  The  Queen 
(17  Q.  B.  317),  it  was  held,  amongst  other  things,  that,  supposing 
several  counts  of  an  indictment  to  aver  substantially  the  same 
facts,  without  distinguishing  one  narrative  from  another  by  the 
term  **  afterwards  "  or  any  similar  expression,  the  indictment  was 
not  bad  for  duplicity,  as  the  court  would  not  assume  that  the 
same  offence  was  repeatedly  charged,  and  also  that  if  any  one 
count  of  the  indictment  was  good,  the  court  might,  under  the 
statute  11  &  12  Vict,  c  78,  s.5,  pronounce  judgment,  or  direct  the 
sessions  to  pronounce  it,  on  the  good  count.  In  giving  judg* 
ment  in  O'Connell  v.  Tlie  Queen  (U  Clarke  &  Finn.  415.),  Lord 
Campbell  says,  **  It  is  an  utter  mistake  to  suppose  that  there  is 
only  one  corpus  delicti,  which  is  made  the  subject  of  several 
counts  in  one  indictment     Even  with  respect  to  felony,  the  law 
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snppoees  a  separate  offence  to  be  charged  in  each  count."  If  the 
oonrt  flhoold  be  against  me  on  the  first  branch  of  my  argument,  the 
coarse  that  remains  is  that  taken  in  Campbell  v.  The  Queen — send 
back  the  case  to  the  court  below,  and  award  a  venire  de  novo.  Upon 
this  pointy  as  to  awarding  a  venire^  he  cited  Huggins^  case:  (1 
Ld.  Kaymond,  138;  Hie  King  y.  Edmonds,  4  Bar.  &  Aid.  471.) 
There  has  been  a  mistrial  here^  and  therefore  the  court  should 
award  a  venire  de  novo. 

Morrisy  for  the  prisoner. — ^In  such  a  case  as  this,  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c  46,  s.  3^  the  prosecutor  would  haye 
been  put  to  his  election :  {Rex  y.  Gough  and  others,  I  Moody  and 
Robinson,  71.)    It  is  impossible  that  the  prisoner  could  haye  stolen 
these  goods  and  also  receiyed  them.     In  Reg.  y.  Perkins  (2  Den. 
C.  C.  459)  it  was  held,  that  a  principal,  in  the  second  degree 
p^tkeps  criminis,  cannot  at  the  same  time  be  treated  as  a  receiyer. 
We  must   assume  that  this  indictment  was  under  the  statute 
11  &  12  Vict  c  46,  and  if  it  were,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  junr 
to  haye  found  a  yerdict  of  guilty  upon  one  count  only.    The  words 
of  the  third  section  of  the  act  are,    ^^In  eyery  indictment  for 
fekmiously  stealing  property  it  flhall  be  lawful  to  add  a  count  for 
feloniously  receiying  the  same  property  knowing  it  to  haye  been 
stolen,  and  in  any  indictment  for  feloniously  receiving  property 
knowing  it  to  haye  been  stolen,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  add  a  count 
for  feloniously  stealing  the  same  property ;  and  where  any  such 
indictment  shall  haye  been  preferred  and  found  against  any  person, 
the  prosecutor  shall  not  be  put  to  his  election,  but  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  jury  who  shall  try  the  same  to  find  a  yerdict  of  guilty, 
other  of  stealing  the  property  or  of  reciying  it  knowing  it  to  haye 
been  stolen."    The  fifth  section  of  the  act  (11  &  12  Vict,  c  78), 
which  constitutes  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  empowers  the  court 
to  do  nothing  more  with  this  record  than  revise  the  ill^al  judgment 
which  may  btye  been  brought  before  them  on  a  writ  or  error.    It 
provides,  **  that  whenever  any  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought  upon 
any  judgment  on  any  indictment,  information,  presentment,  or 
inquintion  on  any  criminal  case,  and  the  Court  of  Error  shall 
reverse  the  judgment,  it  shall  be  competent  for  such  Court  of 
Error  either  to  pronounce  the  proper  judgment  or  to  remit  the 
record  to  the  court  below,  in  order  that  such  court  ma^  pronounce 
the  proper  judgment  upon  such  indictment,  information,  present- 
menty  or  inquisition."    That  act  cannot  help  the  Crown  in  the 
least    The  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  you  are  to  set  right 
only  in  a  case  where  there  is  nothing  wrong  but  the  judgment 
awarded.     It  was  to  provide  for  a  case  in  which  all  the  proceedings 
were  formal  and  correct,  except  the  judgment.    Under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  it  would  oe  usurping  the  province  of  the  iury, 
m  an  uncertain  case  like  this,  to  select  the  count  upon  whicn  the 

Clsoner  is  to  have  a  verdict  entered  against  him.     There  cannot 
an  award  of  a  venire  de  novo  to  an  inferior  court :  {Bishop  y. 
Kaye,  3  Bam.  &  Aid.  605 ;   Trevor  y.  fFally  I  T.  R  151.) 

CorbaOiSf  Q.  C,  in  reply,  cited  Rex  v.  Craddock  (4  Cox  Crim. 
Cas.  409) ;  Reg.  v.  O' Brian  ( 1  Denis.  C.  C.  9.) 


Bbo. 

9, 

Evans. 
1856. 


156 


CRIMINAL  LAW  CA8BS. 


Rbo. 

V. 
EVAHS. 

1856. 

Practice — 
Error. 


JUDGMENT. 

Lefboy,  C.J.9  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — Thk 
case  comes  before  the  court  on  a  writ  of  error^  and  it  roust  have 
appeared,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  difficulty  sug- 
gested by  my  brother  Perrin  was  not  without  foundation.     The 
more  we  considered  the  case,  the  more  we  thought  it  worthy  of 
consideration.     The  counsel  for  the  Crown  have  ffiven  us  all  the 
cases  on  the  subject,  and  the    ability  with  which  Mr.  Morris 
(counsel  for  the  prisoner)  grappled  with  the  difficulties  in  the  case 
has  given  us  great  assistance.     The  writ  of  error  was  brought  in 
consequence  of  a  defective  sentence  of  transportation,  no  longer 
applicable  to  the  offence.     There  is  no  question  as  to  the  propriety 
of  setting  aside  this  sentence ;  the  difficulty  was  as  to  what  should 
then  be  done.     The  difficulty  arises  on  the  face  of  the  record, 
which  contains  the  two  counts  of  the  indictment,  the  verdict,  and 
the  state  in  which  the  record  would  then  standi  when  the  judgment 
and  sentence  were  removed,  how  was  the  case  to  be  disposed  of? 
1  think  we  have  arrived  at  a  sound  conclusion  with  regard  to  this 
difficulty.     This  appears  to  have  been  an  indictment  containing 
two  counts,  one  for  stealing,  and  the  other  for  receiving  knowing  to 
have  been  stolen.     The  count  for  receiving  states  explicitly  the 
identity  of  the  property  stolen  with  that  which  was  received.    It  is 
expressly  stated  to  be  the  same   property  of  the  same  person, 
stolen  and  received  on  the  same  day.     Although  it  mav  be  possible 
that  a  man  may  have  stolen  goods,  and,  after  disposing  of  them, 
may  afterwards  get  them  into  his  hands  knowing  them  to  be  stolen, 
and  be  thus  guilty  of  stealing  and  receiving  the  same  goods,  the 
statements  in  this  record  negative  such  a  state  of  facts.     The 
question  is,  looking  at  the  law  as  it  stands,  are  we  not  to  assume 
that  this  indictment  was  framed  under  the  statute  of  the  11  &  12 
Vict.,  which  enabled  the  prosecutor  upon  one  transaction  to  insert 
two  counts,  one  for  stealing,  the  other  for  receiving  knowing  to 
be  stolen,  in  order  that  the  difficulty  might  be  avoided  which 
otherwise  might  arise  from   the   right  of   the  prisoner  to   pat 
the  prosecutor  to  his  election.     If  previous  to,  and  without  the 
authority  of  this  statute,  the  prosecutor  had  inserted  two  counts, 
the  consequence  would  be  that  when  put  to  his  election  he  might 
make  a  wrong  election,  and  thus  the  ends  of  justice  might  be  de- 
feated.   To  avoid,  therefore,  this  failure  of  iustice,  the  act  provided 
that  the  prosecutor  should  not  be  put  to  his  election,  and  deprived 
the  prisoner  of  his  right  to  that  election,  and  left  it  open  for  the 
prosecutor  to  have  in  the  one  indictment  two  distinct  offences, 
namely,  the  stealing,  and  receiving  knowins^  to  be  stolen.     But 
the  law  to  which  I  have  adverted,  although  it  allows  the  prose- 
cutor to  charge  both  offences,  and  deprives  the  prisoner  of  the  right 
to  have  an  election,  so  that  he  may  be  convicted  on  whichever 
count  of  the  indictment  the  evidence  will  support,  was  for  the 
advancement  of  justice.     It  places  him  in  a  position  in  which  it 
was  right  be  should  be  placed;  but  at  the  same  time  that  the 
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sUtaie  did  this,  it  did  not  intend  that  he  should  be  tried  for,  or       ^^* 
oonyictedof)  two  substantive  offences;  and  accordingly  it  provides      evavb. 

that  the  jury  shall  dispose  of  the  whole  indictment,  by  acquitting        

the  prisoner  on  one  count  should  they  find  him  guilty  on  the  other,  ^^' 
and  thus  absolve  him  from  a  general  verdict,  which,  after  verdict,  Practice— 
might  be  intended  as  one  of  guilty  of  both  offences,  and  subjecting  Error. 
him  to  punishment  accordingly.  The  statute  dealt  fairlv,  both  as 
regards  public  justice  and  the  accused  person.  The  prisoner  not 
having  a  right  to  put  the  prosecutor  to  elect,  we  are  to  assume  that 
this  indictment  was  framed  under  the-  statute,  which  entitled  the 
imeecotor  to  insert  two  essentially  different  counts  for  the  same 
offence.  The  unity  of  the  offence  in  the  ordinary  use  of  language 
is  put  beyond  a  doubt,  the  stealing  and  receiving  are  of  the  same 
chattel,  udd  to  be  the  property  of  the  same  person,  and  on  the 
same  day,  and  the  jury  find  him  guilty  generally.  They  do  not 
<fistinguish  in  their  finding  one  count  from  another,  but  find  him 
goiky  generally  of  all  the  premises.  He  cannot  have  been  guilty 
of  both  the  offences  charged ;  it  is  therefore  impossible  on  that 
finding  to  ascertain  what  the  jury  meant.  The  record,  however^ 
has  been  dealt  with  as  if  there  were  in  it  a  sufficient  certainty  to 

Cnoonce  judgment  thereon.  The  sentence  of  the  court  below 
been  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  informality,  namely,  pro- 
nouncing a  sentence  not  warranted  by  the  law ;  and  that  being  so, 
the  question  for  this  court  is,  have  we  the  materials  for  pro- 
nouncing another  sentence  ?  We  have  a  finding  which  brings  the 
prisoner  before  us  as  a  guilty  person,  although  as  to  the  exact 
nature  of  that  guilt  we  are  quite  at  a  loss  to  pronounce.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  deal  with  it  as  a  case  where  tnere  has  been  a 
finding  on  which  we  could  discharge  him  from  one  of  the  counts. 
This  record  must  therefore  be  dealt  with  as  if  there  had  been  a 
special  verdict,  on  which  the  court  should  find  matter  which 
would  not  justify  either  an  acquittal  or  conviction.  The  practice 
in  such  a  case  has  been  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.  The  cases  in 
Lord  Raymond's  reports,  and  the  later  cases,  sanction  such  a  course, 
and  we  cannot  see  any  good  grounds  for  distinguishing  an  uncertain 
general  verdict,  such  as  this,  from  an  uncertain  special  verdict. 
Having  set  aside  the  judgment  and  sentence,  and  not  having  the 
necessary  materials  to  enable  us  to  pronounce  sentence,  we  must 
remit  the  record,  in  order  that  there  may  be  a  new  triaL  If  there 
he  any  objection  open  to  the  prisoner,  he  may  take  it  when  he 
comes  to  be  tried,  and  by  the  course  we  take  we  neither  prejudice 
the  course  of  justice  nor  deprive  the  prisoner  of  any  of  his  pri- 
vil^es.  We  shall  therefore  set  aside  tne  verdict  and  subsequent 
proceedings,  and  award  a  venire  de  novoj  and  in  making  out  the 
order  the  officer  of  the  court  will  follow  exactly  that  made  in  the 
cue  of  Campbell  v.  The  Queen,  {b) 

(6)  SmII  Q.B.  814. 
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CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 
Degbhbbb  Session^  1855. 

December  19. 

(Before  Aldebson,  B.,  and  Colebidge,  J.) 

Reg.  r.  Davison  and  Gobdon.  (a) 

12  it  13  Vict,  c.  106,  s.  251 — Embezzlement  by  bankrupt — Evidence — 

Jurisdiction —  Venue. 

Upon  the  tried  of  an  indictment  against  bankrupts  under  ihe\2  ^  13 
Vict.  c.  106,  s.  261^  for  embezzling  part  of  ^etr  personal  estate  to  the 
value  of  10/.,  to  wity  bank  notes  and  moneys^  it  appeared  that  the 
adjudication  took  place  on  the  2]st  June.  Four  days  previously,  viz., 
on  the  17 thf  the  bankrupts  received  several  bank  notes,  and  on  the 
same  day  ihey  crossed  over  to  Belgium,  where  they  remained  for  a 
considerable  time.  Some  of  these  identical  notes  were  afterwards 
received  by  mercantile  houses  in  London  from  places  in  Belgium^  to 
which  the  bankrupts  were  traced,  but  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  how 
or  where  the  notes  were  dealt  with  by  them  from  the  moment  of  their 
receiving  them.  In  their  possession^  when  they  were  apprehended,  wets 
found  a  memorandum'book,  purporting  to  be  an  account  cf  their 
expenditure  in  Belgium,  the  items  being  stated  in  foreign  com. 
The  bankrupts  were  followed  to  England^  and  there  arrested,  and 
when  before  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  they  gave  no  aocount  of  the 
disposed  of  the  notes  in  questioiu 

Beld^  that  there  was  fw  evidence  of  any  offence  committed  within  this 
realm,  for  that  if  the  notes  were  changed  in  this  country,  such  a  dis^ 
posal  must  have  taken  place  on  the  nth  June,  and,  therefore,  before 
the  adjudication,  and  if  disposed  of  abroad,  that,  as  well  as  'the  diS" 
posal  of  the  proceeds,  was  a  complete  offence  there : 

Held  also,  that  although  a  subsequent  non-accounting  was  evidence  of  a 
fraudulent  appropriation,  it  was  not  any  part  of  the  crime  of  embezzle- 
ment: 

Held  also,  that  on  the  trial  of  such  an  indictment,  no  inference  unfavour- 
able to  the  defendants  ought  to  be  drawn  from  the  fact,  that  when 
before  the  Commissioner  of  Bankrupts,  they  reused  to  be  exasmned 
on  the  ground  that  they  might,  by  their  answers,  criminate  themselves. 

Held  also,  that  the  word  *'  moneyi^  in  the  indictment  must  be  construed 
to  mean  English  money,  and  would  not  include  foreign  coin. 

Held  also,  that  the  description  of  the  money  embezzled,  although  laid 

(a)  Beported  by  B.  0.  Robinson,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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under  a  videUeetj  was  a  material  avermeni^  and  suck  at  the  court  in 
Us  diMcrtUon  uxndd  decline  to  amende 
SembU,  per  Aidersan,  B.  Hie  meaning  of  the  words  ^^  personal  estate 
to  the  value  of  10/."  is  \QL  in  one  mm,  and  that  the  dii^^osal  of  several 
smaller  sums  at  different  times^  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  a  larger 
sum  than  10/.,  would  not  be  an  embezzlement  within  the  statute, 

THE  defendants  were  indicted  under  the  25l8t  sect  of  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106;  for,  that  they  being  declared  and  adjudged 
bankmpte  did^  on  the  23rd  of  June,  a.d.  1854,  feloniously  conceal 
and  embezzle  a  part  of  their  personal  estate  to  the  value  of  lOiL,  to 
wit,  certain  bauK  notes  and  certain  moneys,  with  intent  to  defraud 
their  creditors.  It  was  proved  in  evidence  that  the  defendants 
were,  on  the  21st  June,  1854,  duly  adjudged  bankrupts.*  That, 
on  the  17th  of  June  previous,  Gordon  received  from  his  clerk,  in 
exchange  for  a  cheque,  500L  in  Bank  of  England  notes.  He  also 
received,  on  the  same  dav,  a  cheque  for  2,600/.  on  the  Union 
Bank  of  London,  which  cheque  was  exchanged  at  that  bank  bv 
some  one  on  the  same  day  for  several  Bank  of  England  notes.  It 
was  also  proved  that  some  of  these  notes  were,  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  the  adjudication,  sent  over  from  various  mercantile  houses 
in  different  parts  of  Belgium  to  other  mercantile  houses  in  Lon- 
don ;  and  also  that  the  two  defendants  had,  on  the  17th  of  June, 
crossed  over  to  Ostend,  and  were  afterwards  seen  together  in 
various  towns  in  Belgium,  some  of  them  being  the  towns  whence 
the  notes  had  been  sent  to  England.  The  defendants  were  fol- 
lowed by  an  officer  through  sev^al  countries  of  Europe,  until  at 
length,  on  the  20th  of  August,  1855,  they  landed  at  Southampton, 
and  were  taken  into  custody.  On  one  of  them  was  found  a  memo- 
landum-book,  in  which  there  were  entries  of  trifling  sums,  in 
fordgn  coin,  expended  firom  the  time  of  their  arrival  at  Ostend. 
In  the  course  of  the  case,  it  was  elicited  that  the  defendant  Gror^ 
don,  when  examined  before  the  bankruptcy  commissioner,  refused 
to  answer  any  questions,  on  the  ground  that,  by  so  doing,  he 
might  criminate  nimself. 

Aldebson,  B.,  was  of  (pinion  that  it  would  be  wrong  for  the 
jury  to  draw  any  inference  unfavourable  to  the  bankrupt  from  the 
fact  of  his  declining  to  answer  the  questions  put  to  him.  It  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  privilege  possessed  b^  every  man  to  abstain 
from  saying  anything  that  might  tend  to  criminate  him. 

BaOantine  (for  the  prosecution)  contended  that,  bv  the  terms  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act,  bankrupts  were  bound,  on  bemg  examined, 
fidthfully  to  account;  and  so  strongly  did  Lord  Eldon  feel  on  that 
subject  that  he  had  used  this  expression,  that  a  bankrupt  was 
bound  to  answer,  even  if,  in  so  doing,  he  was  putting  a  halter 
about  his  neck. 

Aldebbon,  B.,  still  adhered  to  his  former  ruling. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  case,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, 

Byles,  Serjt.  (for  Davison),  submitted  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury.     The  first  objection  was,  that  no  offence 
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Sbo.       ^^  been  proved  to  have  been  committed  within  the  Jarisdiction 

V.  of  the  court.    It  was  also  clear  that  there  could  be  no  OTOnce  before 

^^D^^     the  2l8t  of  June,  the  date  of  the  adjudication,  and  after  that  time 

Gordon,     the  defendants  were  abroad.     The  words  of  the  act  were  **  If  any 

bankrupt  should  remove,  conceal,  or  embezzle  any  part  of  his 

^_f^'       personal  estate  to  the  value  of  lOi  or  upwards,"  he  should  be 

Bankrupt-^    S^^^^J  ^^  ^^  offeuce.     The  word  remove  is  not  in  the  indictment. 

Embezekmeitt'-  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  a  concealing,  and  the  whole  ques- 

Emdmce.     ^j^jj  ^^  ^j^  respect  to  the  word  **  Embezzle.''    What  was  the 

meaning  of  that  word  ?    Not  the  same  as  in  the  7  &  8  Gea  4, 

c  29,  for  if  it  were  so,  no  one  could  be  guilty  unless  he  were  a 

servant. 

AldgbsoN)  B. — No,  that  is  not  so;  because  "being  a  ser^ 
vant "  is  used  as  well  as  the  word  "  embezzle." 

Coleridge,  J. — ^Embezzlement  was  well  known  as  a  law  term 
before  that  statute  was  passed. 

Byksj  Serjt,  would  assume  it  to  mean  the  fraudulent  appro- 
priation of  the  money  of  others  to  a  man's  own  use.  Then,  even 
taking Jt  that  one  of  these  bank  notes  was  proved  to  have  been 
exchanged  at  Brussels  after  the  21st  of  June,  that  might  be  em- 
bezzlement, but  it  would  be  an  embezzlement  committed  abroad^ 
and  therefore  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  It  was  said 
that,  if  the  defendants  had  sent  home  a  complete  account  of  what 
they  had  done,  it  would  not  have  been  an  embezzlement,  but  then 
it  would  only  come  to  this,  that  if  they  had  done  something  in 
England  which  they  did  not  do,  there  would  have  been  no  com- 
plete offence.  It  did  not  follow  there  would  not  be  a  complete 
offence  independently  of  such  non-accounting. 

Alderson,  B. — if  they  carried  abroad  with  them  the  notes  on 
the  17th  June,  they  were  not  then  the  property  of  the  assignees. 
If  they  changed  them  afler  the  2l8t,  the  act  of  embezzlement 
would  be  complete.  If  they  exchange  the  notes  on  the  28th,  for 
instance,  for  foreign  coin,  then  the  foreign  coin  also  would  be  the 
property  of  the  assignees. 

Byksy  Serjt,  would  admit  that  that  might  be  so,  but  what  act 
had  been  done  here  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  ?  If  the 
notes  were  exchanged  in  England,  it  must  have  been  at  a  time 
when  the  bankrupts  could  not  have  committed  any  offence.  If 
exchanged  abroad,  the  offence  was  not  within  the  jurisdiction. 
That  was  the  dilemma  in  which  the  prosecution  was  placed. 

Montagu  Chambers  (for  Gordon.) — It  had  been  said  by  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  that  the  offence  of  embezzlement  was 
a  compound  one,  and  consisted — ^first,  of  a  misappropriation; 
secondly,  of  a  non-accounting.  But  this  was  a  mistake.  The 
offence  was  complete  the  very  moment  there  was  a  misappropria- 
tion. No  doubt  the  non-accounting  was  material  evidence  to  show 
the  fraud. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  material  to  show  a  non-accounting  for  this 
reason:  a  servant  may  appropriate  a  specific  sum  he  receives 
on  account  of  his  master^  and  discharge  himself  by  paying  over 
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to  his  master    an   equivalent  snm  in  other  coin.      There   the        ^^' 
accounting  is  clear  evidence  to  disprove  *ny  fraud.  Davisoit 

Chambers. — That  the  non-accounting  was  not  part  of  the  offence         and 
contempbited  is  clear  from  other  portions  of  the  same  section  of     Gokdok* 
the  same  act,  which  provided  for  that  very  state  of  things.     If  he        ^^ 

did  not  surrender,  or  if,  on  his  surrender  and  examination,  he  did        

not  discover  all  his  estate,  &c.,  he  was  punishable  as  for  a  distinct  p^f^*!^^ 

and  separate  offence  from  that  with  which  he  was  now  charged^    '"^f^dence. " 

which  was  simply  one  of  embezzlement.     Again,  the  embezzle* 

ment  must  be  of  something  intrusted  to  him.    Suppose  the  case  of  a 

man  abroad  having  been  adjudged  bankrupt  in  his  absence^  and  he 

heard  of  it  afterwards,  but  nevertheless  spent  the  money  then  in 

his  possession^    surely  that  could  not  be   called   embezzlement. 

He  might  have  been  obliged  to  spend  the  money  to  enable  him  to 

comply  with  the  act  of  Parliament  itself,  in  returning  to  England 

for  the  purpose  of  his  surrender. 

Alderson,  B. — Another  question  may  arise,  namely,  whether 
the  embezzlement  must  not  be  to  the  amount  of  10/.  at  one  time? 
If  a  man  spends  five  shillings  a  day  for  forty  days,  I  doubt  whether 
that  would  be  an  embezzlement  within  the  statute.  Twenty 
petty  larcenies  would  not  in  the  olden  time  make  up  one  grand 
krceny.  The  bankrupts  do  not  appear  to  have  spent  at  any  one 
^e  any  sum  approaching  10^ 

Chambers  submitted  that  if  the  prosecution  relied  upon 
the  notes,  the  answer  was,  that  if  they  were  exchanged  in 
£ngland  it  was  before  the  adjudication  ;  if  they  were  exchanged 
abroad,  then  the  act  was  not  done  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
oourt.  If  they  relied,  again,  on  the  money,  the  produce  of  the 
notes,  there  was  this  further  objection,  in  addition  to  the  preceding 
one,  that  the  money  mention^  in  the  indictment  must  be  taken 
to  be  English  money,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  their  possession  of 
one  single  farthing  in  English  coin. 

Ballantine  contended  that  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the 
money  was  not  English  money.  The  memorandum  book  summed 
up  the  expenditure  in  francs,  but  the  probability  was  that  the 
bankrupts  had  English  money  with  them  for  some  time  after  their 
arrival  m  Belgium.  But  the  nature  of  the  money  was  immaterial. 
Whateyer  it  vras,  it  was  part  of  their  personal  estate,  and  the 
indictment,  after  using  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  they  did 
embezzle  a  portion  of  their  personal  estate,  to  the  value  of  10/., 
went  on  under  a  videlicet  to  aescribe  what  that  portion  was. 

AxDERSON,  B.-^If  the  averment  is  material,  the  videlicet  does 
not  help  you. 

CoLEBiDOE,  J. — ^You  surcly  cannot  contend  that  upon  this 
indictment  you  could  give  evidence  of  their  having  embezzled  two 
horses.  The  test  of  the  materiality  is  this — could  you  have 
stopped  at  the  words  '^of  the  value  of  10/."  without  alleging  the 
nature  of  the  property.  If  you  could  not,  then  the  description  is 
material,  and  as  the  words  m  the  indictment  must  be  taken  to 
mean  English  money,  you  have  not  proved  the  allegation  as  laid. 

VOL  TII.  M 
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Hko.  BaUantine  submitted  that  at  all  events  the  statement  might  ba 

Davisoh      amended. 

AND  Alderson,  B.  (after  consulting  Coleridge  J.) — Neither  my 

GoKDON.      learned  brother  nor  myself  think  that  the  statute  allowing  amend- 
iggg        ments  applies  to  such  a  case  as  this. 

'  BaUantine  then  contended  that  as  to  the  notes  it  was  a  question 

f^A^^*^  for  the  jury  when  they  were  exchanged ;  and  if  any  of  them  were 
£9idmce!^  exchanged  after  the  adjudication,  the  non-accounting  for  them 
here,  as  it  was  the  bankrupt's  duty  to  account,  was  an  offence 
committed  within  this  realm.  Formerly  there  was  no  such  offence 
as  embezzlement ;  what  now  constituted  the  offence  was  then  a 
breach  of  trust,  for  which  the  defaulter  was  not  amenable  tcT 
criminal  justice.  It  could  not  be  a  larceny^  because  the  property 
came  into  the  defaulters'  possession  lawfully,  and  there  was^ 
therefore,  no  trespass.  Then  came  the  statutes  on  the  subject, 
which,  in  effect,  made  such  a  fraudulent  appropriation  a  stealing, 
although  there  was  in  fact  no  trespass.  Embezzlements  which 
could  only  be  committed  by  clerks  or  servants  were  then  extended 
to  persons  standing  in  other  relations — to  bankrupts,  for  instance; 
but  still  the  offence  had  all  the  incidents  belonging  to  the  crime  as 
first  created^  It  would  be  the  bankrupt's  duty  to  account  to  his 
assignees,  precisely  as  a  servant  was  bound  to  account  to  his 
master,  and  until  he  abstained  from  accounting  the  offence  of 
embezzlement  was  not  complete.  In  R,  v.  Milner  (2  Car.  &  Kir. 
310)  it  was  held,  that  the  offence  of  not  surrendering  to  the  bank* 
ruptcy  was  completed  at  the  district  court  where  the  bankrupt 
ought  to  ha?e  surrendered. 

Alderson,  B. — That  is  an  act  of  omission,  and  can  have  no 
other  locality  except  the  place  where  the  thing  ought  to  have 
been  done.  If  the  non-accounting  in  this  instance  was  the  offence^ 
no  doubt  the  omission  took  place  in  England ;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  the  non -accounting  is  embezzlement. 

BaUantine. — Suppose  a  servant  is  sent  by  his  master  to  a  foreign 
country  to  collect  aebts,  and  he  misappropriates  the  money  abroad,, 
and  returns  here,  according  to  the  doctrine  now  contended  for^, 
he  could  not  be  tried  at  all. 

C0LERIPOE5  J. — Suppose  a  person,  after  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy against  him  in  London,  embezzles  in  Yorkshire,  and  does 
not  account  in  London,  could  he  be  tried  in  this  court?  He 
would,  no  doubt,  be  triable  in  Yorkshire,  because  the  offence  is 
committed  there^ 

BaUantine  contended  that  the  offence  would  have  been  com- 
mitted in  London.  The  money  was,  in  fact,  taken  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  assignees  in  London.  In  R.  v.  Taylor  (R.  &  R. 
68)  it  was  held,  that  where  the  money  was  received  in  one  county, 
and  the  receipt  denied  in  another,  the  venue  was  well  laid  in 
either  county.  A  v.  JBobsan  (R.  &  R.  56)^  and  R.  v.  Murdoch  (2 
Den.  C.  C.  298),  were  to  the  same  effect. 

Alderson,  B. — Where  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraudulent  em- 
bezzlement, except  the  non-accounting,  the  venue  may  be  laid  in 
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the  place  where  the  non-accounting  occurred,  because  the  jury        Beo. 

_      _  _  .  .    .  .  ^^ 

Davison 


AMD 


may  presume  that  there  the  fraudulent  misappropriation  was  made, 
but  tnis  cannot  apply  where  there  is  distinct  evidence  of  the  mis- 
appropriation elsewhere.     In  HobsoiCs  case,  the  prisoner  denied  the      Gordon. 
receipt  of  money  which  he  had  received  and  spent.     There  was        J^ 

no  evidence,  however,  of  where  the  spending  took  place,  and  it        

might,  therefore,  be  presumed  to  be  where  the  receipt  was  denied.    Bankrupt- 
According  to  your  argument,  the  offence  would  be  committed  at  ^'"^^^^'^ 
the  place  where  the  master  was  residing  at  the  time  when  the 
servant  ought  to  have  accounted. 

ByleM^  Serjt.,  and  Ckambera  were  not  called  upon  to  reply. 
Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  no  offence  is  proved  to 
haye  been  committed  in  this  country.  We  have  no  knowledge  of 
when  the  notes  were  changed ;  that  being  so,  they  may  have  been 
lawfully  changed  before  the  adjudication.  But  if  changed  by  the 
defendants  at  all,  there  was  reasonable  evidence  to  show  that  they 
were  changed  for  goods  and  chattels,  that  is  to  say,  foreign  money, 
bat  when  that  exchange  took  place  there  was  no  evidence  before 
the  court  to  show. 

COLEBIDGE,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  what  was 
proved  to  have  been  done  abroad  had  been  done  in  this  country, 
the  crime  would  have  been  complete  at  once,  and  it  would  not 
have  been  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  give  any  evidence  of 
non-accounting.  The  case  would  have  been  perfect  without  that. 
The  accounting  would  only  have  come  in  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoners  as  a  defence,  to  show  quo  animo  the  acts  charged  against 
them  were  done.  Independently  of  that,  the  acts  carried  their 
ovn  intention  with  them.  Where  the  act  is  incomplete,  or  indif* 
ferent  in  itself*  it  nuiy  be  necessary  afterwards  to  make  up  the 
deficiency  by  showing  a  non-accounting,  but  where  the  misappro- 
priation 18  once  clearty  established,  the  non-accounting  could  not 
in  any  way  strengthen  the  charge. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  think  it  right  to  add,  that  in  my  opinion  it  is 
exceedingly  doubtful  whether  spending  the  money  from  day  to 
day  in  small  sums,  not  amounting  in  any  one  instance  to  lO^i 
oould  be  considered  to  be  within  the  penal  clauses  of  the  section. 
BaUantine  and  Poland  for  the  prosecution. 
ByleSj  Seijt.,  and  Bodkin  for  the  defendant  Davison. 
Moniagu  Chambers,  Q.C.,  Clarhson,  and  Parry  for  the  defendant 
Gordon* 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

Jufy  2,   lSd& 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  JJ., 

Aldebson  and  Bramwell,  BB.) 

Reg.  v«  Benjamin  Scott,  (a) 


Evidence — Examinathn  of  bankrupt — Answers  extraeted  under  threai 

of  committal. 

The  examination  of  a  bankrupt  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  touching 
his  tradcy  dealings  and  estate,  is  admissible  in  evidence  against  him 
upon  a  criminal  ekarge,  though  the  answers  may  have  been  extracted 
from   him  under  threat  of  committal,  and  may  be  criminatory  ef 
himself  [CoLEsmoE,  J.  dissentienteJ] 

BENJAMIN  SCOTT,  a  bankrupt,  was  tried  and  convicted 
before  me  (Wjll£8,  J.)  at  the  Yorkshire  Spring  Assizes,  1856, 
for  mutilating  one  of  his  trade  books,  upon  the  f'oHowing  count : — 
"  Yorkshire,  )  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  their 
to  wit.  J  oath  present,  that  heretofore  and  after  the  making 
and  coming  into  operation  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  made 
and  passed  in  a  certain  session  of  Parliament,  holden  in  the 
12th  &  1 3th  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  called  •  The 
Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,'  and  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of  November,  1855,  Benjamin  Scott, 
hereinafter  mentioned,  was  a  trader  liable  to  become  bankrupt 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  act,  and  of  the  law  then 
in  force  relating  to  bankrupts  in  England,  and  that  he  the  said 
Benjamin  Scott  for  more  than  six  months  next  immediately  pre*- 
ceding  the  time  of  filing  the  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
hereinafter  mentioned,  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds 
district,  did  reside  and  carry  on  business  as  such  trader  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  as  a  blanket  manufacturer,  dealer  and  chapman,  at 
Earlsheaton,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district.  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  so  being  such  trader  as  aforesaid,  and 

(cr)  Reported  by  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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wbikt  he  so  resided  and  carried  on  bis  said  business  as  such  trader        Rbo. 
us  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Bank-       g^^ 

ruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  of        ' 

November,  1855,  did  file  with  the  registrar  of  the  said  Court  of        1866. 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  a  declaration  in,  writing  in  the    £„i^^L^ 
form  specified  in  schedule  D.  annexed  to  the  said  act,  which  said  ExamuiaUm  qf 
declaration  in  writing  was  signed  by  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  and     bankrupL 
attested  by  an  attorney,  and  by  which  he  did  declare  to  the  said 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district   that    he  the  said 
Benjamin  Scott  was  then  unable  to  meet  his  engagements  with 
his  creditors.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  whilst  he  so 
resided  and  carried  on  his  snid  business  as  such  trader  as  aforesaid 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the 
Leeds  district,  afterwards,  to'  wit^  on  the  said  23rd  of  November, 
1855,  and  within  two  months  from  the  filing  of  the  said  declaration 
in  writing  as  aforesaid,  did  present  his  petition  for  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  against  himself  as  such  trader  as  aforesaid  to  the  said 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  and  by  which  said 
petition  be  did  show  to  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds 
district,  that  he  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  the  petitioner,  being  a 
trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  of  bankruptcy,  and  having 
carried  on  business  for  six  calendar  months  next  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  date  of  the  said  petition,  within  the  district  of  the  said 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  and  being  unable  to 
meet  his  engagements  with  his  creditors,  had  tiled  a  declaration  of 
insolvency  in  manner  and  form  in  that  case  made  and  provided ; 
and  that  the  said  petitioner  did  verily  believe  tliat  he  could  make 
it  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for 
the  Leeds  district  that  his  available  estate  was  suiGcient  to  produce 
the  sum  of  150JL ;  and,  by  the  same  petition,  the  said  petitioner,  Ben-> 
jamin  Scott,  did  pray  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds 
district  that^  on  proof  of  the  requisites  in  that  behalf  adjudication 
of  bankruptcy  might  be  made  against  himself^  the  said  Benjamin 
&ott,  the  truth  of  which  said  petition  and  the  several  allegations 
therein  be  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  the  petitioner,  then  and  there 
in  and  before  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district, 
verified  upon  his  oath  by  affidavit  in  the  form  specified  in  schedule 
N.  to  the  said  act  annexed,  as  by  the  said  petition  and  aflSdavit 
filed  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  refer- 
ence being  thereto  had,  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear.     And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present 
that  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  did  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds 
district  at  the  time  of  filing  the  said  declaration  in  writing  with 
the  registrar  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  of  the  Leeds  district, 
he  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  having  filed  his  aforesaid  petition  for 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against  himself  in  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  within  two  months  from  the 
filbg  of  such  declaration  in  writing  with  the  registrar  of  the  said 
Court  of  Baukruptoy  for  the  Leeds  di^^trict  as  aforesaid.    And  the 
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Beq.        jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  farther  present,  that 
g^*  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  23rd  of  November,  at  the  parish  of 

'       Leeds,  in  the  county  of  York,  at  a  court  then  and  there  held  of 

1A56.  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  by  and  before 
JFir^&n"  Martin  John  West,  Esq.,  who  was  then  and  there  acting  as  a 
Examination  0/ Commissioner  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  dis- 
bankrupL  trict^  he  the  Said  Martin  John  West,  upon  the  application  of  the 
said  Benjamin  Scott,  so  being  such  trader  as  aforesaid,  and  upon 
proof  of  the  trading  and  of  the  filing  a  declaration  of  insolvency, 
and  of  the  suflSciency  of  his  available  estate  to  the  extent  required 
by  the  bankruptcy  acts,  did  then  and  there  duly  adjudge  the  said 
Benjamin  Scott  to  be  bankrupt,  according  to  the  form  of  the  said 
statute  in  that  behalf,  and  which  said  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
against  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  hath  not  hitherto  been  annulled, 
and  is  now  in  full  force  and  effect.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  on  the  day  on 
which  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  was  so  adjudged  bankrupt  as  afore- 
said, by  tlie  said .  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  to 
"wit,  on  the  said  23rd  of  November,  1855,  he  the  said  Benjamin 
Scott  did  then  and  there  surrender  himself  to  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Leeds  district,  and  did  then  and  there  admit 
that  he  had  been  served  with  notice  of  the  said  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  against  himself  as  aforesaid,  and  he  did  then  and  there 
give  his  consent,  testified  in  writing  under  his  hand,  to  such  adju-^ 
dication  of  bankruptcy  against  himself  as  aforesaid,  being  forthwith 
advertised.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  November, 
1855,  at  the  parish  of  Leeds  aforesaid,  and  after  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  by  him  the  said  Benjamin  Scott  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  he  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  the  bankrupt  as  aforesaid, 
did  unlawfully  and  wilfully  mutilate  a  certain  book  of  him  the 
said  Benjamin  Scott,  to  wit,  by  tearing  two  leaves  out  of  the  said 
book,  which  said  book,  and  the  said  two  leaves  so  torn  out  of  the 
same  book  by  him,  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  as  aforesaid,  were 
then  connected  with  and  related  to  his  said  business  as  snch  trader 
as  aforesaid,  with  intent  then  and  there,  and  thereby,  to  defraud 
the  creditors  of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Scott,  against  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided." 

The  evidence  against  him  consisted  principally  of  his  own 
examination  before  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  The  following  is  a 
specimen  of  that  examination : — 

"  You  have  stated  that  the  entries  as  to  Clarkson*s  account  were 
in  your  account  books,  and  are  now  torn  out.  I  now  ask  you 
where  are  those  two  leaves,  and  what  has  become  of  them  ? 

'^  I  don't  know  nothing  about  the  leaves. 

*'  That  answer  is  not  satisfactory ;  and  if  you  don't  give  me  a 
better  answer,  I  shall  commit  you  to  York  Castle  until  you  do 
answer. 

•'  My  brother  was  there  at  the  time,  and  he  saw  Mr,  Chambers 
tear  them  out ;  but  I  don't  know  where  they  were  put. 

■**  When  did  your  brother  tell  you  they  were  torn  out  ? 
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*^  Since  the  last  examination  ;  about  a  week  ago  or  better.  '^"®- 

"  You  just  stated  you  did  not  know  who  tore  them  out.  Scott. 

"  I  don't  know,  only  my  brother  told  me.  He  said  Mr.  Chambers        

had  torn  them  out,  ]^' 

**  I  am  not  satisfied  with  your  answer;  and  unless  you  tell  me    Evidence— 
the  truth  as  to  those  leaves,  I  shall  commit  you,  Examwnthn  of 

^*  I  don't  know,  only  they  were  burnt  in  the  fire.  bankrupt, 

*'  Who  burnt  them  ? 

*•  My  brother  told  me  Mr.  Chambers  burnt  them. 

«  When  ? 

**  At  the  time  they  were  torn  out  at  the  Wheat  Sheaf, 

*•  Where  is  the  Wheat  Slieaf  ? 

**  It  is  somewhere  in  Buggate. 

"  When  were  they  torn  out  there  ? 

"  The  very  day  the  books  were  delivered  into  the  court,  Mon- 
day, the  24th  of  October. 

"  Then  how  could  you  use  them  to  make  out  your  balance 
sheet? 

"  It  was  a  wrong  saying;  so  I  told  a  lie.*' 

The  questions  put  under  threat  of  committal,  and  the  answers 
to  them,  related  to  the  bankrupt's  trade  books.  The  answers  to 
those  questions  must  have  influenced  the  jury  against  the  prisoner, 
and  tended  to  cause  his  conviction.  The  aduiission  of  the  examina- 
tion in  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  prisoner's  counsel ;  but  I 
allowed  it  to  be  read,  and  reserved  the  question  of  its  adaiissibility 
for  the  opinion  of  the  judges. 

(A  pomt  was  also  reserved  in  arrest  of  judgment) 

Mat/  31, 

Campbell  Foster y  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that,  in  order  to 
render  any  statement  of  a  prisoner  admissible  in  evidence  against 
him  upon  a  criminal  charge,  it  must  have  been  made  voluntarily 
(1  BL  Com.  (Ed.  Chitty)  83);  and  that  the  bankrupt's  examina- 
tion in  the  present  case,  though  lawfully  taken,  was  not  voluntary. 
The  Bankrupt  Act  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  117),  had  authorized 
a  searching  examination  into  the  bankrupt's  dealings  and  effects 
with  a  view  to  a  complete  disclosure  of  his  estate  ;  but  it  had  not 
expressly  or  impliedly  abrogated  the  well-established  maxim  of  the 
common  law  Nemo  tenetur  se  ipsum  accusare :  ( Smith  v.  Beadnellj 

1  Camp.  29 ;  R.  v.  BriUon,  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  297  ;  R.  v.  WheateVj 

2  Moo.  C.  C.  45 ;  R.  v.  Baldry,  2  Den.  C.  C.  430.)  In  R.  v, 
Gardett  (I  Den.  C.  C.  236),  -that  principle  was  fully  recognized, 
and  it  was  held  that,  though  the  prisoner  had  voluntarily  sub-* 
niitted  to  answer  certain  questions,  he  had  a  right  to  refuse,  at 
any  point  of  the  examination,  to  answer  questions  which  might 
criminate  himself,  and  that,  having  been  compelled  to  answer  by 
the  judge,  his  statement  could  not  afterwards  be  used  in  evidence 
against  him.  The  very  question  now  raised  was  discussed,  but 
not  decided,  in  R.  v.  Shr/ffett,  ante,  p.  139,  and,  on  that  occasion,  Ex 
parte  Cossens  (Buck,  531),  and  Ex  parte  Kirhy  (1  Mont.  &  M^Arth. 
212),  were  referred  to.     In  those  cases.  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord 
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Rbo.        Lyndhurat  seem  to  have  considered  that  the  power  given  to  bank- 

g-V^       ruptcy  commissioners  by  no  means  overruled  the  ancient  common 

'       law  maxim. 

iS5fi.  Overend,  contri. — The  real  question  is,  whether  the  exunina* 

ir^rW^—    **^^  ^*  lawfully  taken  ;  for,  if  it  is  lawfully  taken,  it  is  admissible 

Exf^!^^!uLn  qf'^T^  evidence.     The  cases  cited  are  all  distinguishable  upon  that 

bankrupt,     very  grouud.    The  evidence  was  rejected  in  R,  v.  Garbett^  because 

"""^  the  examination  was  unlawfully  taken,  the  witness  having  been  com- 
pelled to  answer  what  he  was  not  bound  to  answer.  ^  The  same 
observation  applies  to  all  the  other  cases ;  for,  both  in  Ex  parte 
Cossens  and  Ex  parte  Kirby,  it  is  clear  that  the  questions  put  were 
considered  not  to  be  lawful  questions,  as  not  relating  to  the  trade, 
dealings,  or  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  Here  it  is  not  disputed  that 
the  examination  was  lawfully  taken  under  s.  117  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act.  There  are  many  statutes  in  which  it  has  been  expressly 
provided  that  examinations  taken  under  them  should  not  be  after- 
wards used  in  evidence  against  the  examinant  upon  any  criminal 
charge ;  and  the  absence  of  any  such  provision  in  the  Bankrupt 
Act  raises  a  strong  presumption  that  no  such  protection  was 
intended.  (He  referred  to  5  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  s.  6;  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c  29,  s.  52;  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  57,  ss.  8,  9,  10;  17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  38,  ss.  5  and  6 ;  c.  102,  s.  35.) 

Cur.  adv.  vulUb) 

JUDGMENT. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — This  case  was  argued  before  my  brothers 
Alderson,  Coleridge,  Willes,  Bramwell  and  myselfl  We  have 
differed  in  opinion,  and  after  great  deliberation,  notwithstanding 
our  desire  to  come  to  a  unanimous  judgment,  we  still  differ.  The 
judgment,  which  I  will  now  read,  is  concurred  in  by  my  brothers 
Aloerson,  Willes,  Bramwell  and  myself;  my  brother  Coleridge 
differs.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant's  examination  before 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  was  properly  admitted  in  evidence  by  my 
brother  Willes,  and  that  the  conviction  ought  to  be  confirmed. 
This  examination  was  taken  in  strict  conformity  to  section  117  of 
12  &  13  Vict,  c  106,  which  enacts  that  the  bankrupt  may  be  ex- 
amined by  the  court  ^^  touching  all  matters  relating  to  his  trade, 
dealings  or  estate,  or  which  may  tend  to  disclose  any  secret  grant, 
conveyance  or  concealment  of  his  lands,  tenements,  goods,  money 
or  debts.''  No  objection  was  made  during  the  argument  at  the  Bar 
(and  we  think  that  no  objection  could  have  been  made),  to  the 
questions  which  were  put  to  the  bankrupt,  or  to  the  obligation 
upon  him  to  answer  those  questions.  They  all  touched  matters 
relating  to  his  trade,  dealings  or  estate,  and  tended  to  disclose  con-> 
cealment  of  his  goods,  money  or  debts.  If  so,  we  consider  it  quite 
clear  that  he  was  bound  to  answer  them,  although  by  his  answers 
he  might  criminate  himself.  On  referring  to  Ex  parte  CossenSf 
Buck,  531,  and  the  other  cases  upon  this  point,  the  result  seems  to 

(6)  The  point  io  arrest  of  Judgment  was,  that  the  indictment  did  not  ithow  that  the  trader 
had  resided  or  carried  on  hnsiness  in  the  Leeds  district  for  six  months  befiire  filing  his  declara- 
tion of  iosoWency,  as  required  b/  sect.  16ofl7&18  Vict,  c  119;  bvt  the  Court  said  that 
the  objection  was  unswerod  hy  the  dates  stated  in  the  indictment. 
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be  that  a  question  cannot  be  put  to  a  bankrupt  which  does  not        Kb^* 
touch  his  trade,  dealings  or  estate,  or  the  direct  object  of  which  is       gcorr. 

to  show  that  he  has  committed  a  criminal  act,  yet  that  he  cannot        

refuse  to  answer  a  question  which  does  touch  his  trade,  dealings  or        i^^o* 
estate,  although  the  answer  may  tend  to  show  that  he  has  concealed    Evidence— 
his  effects,  or  been  guilty  of  any  other  oifence  connected  with  his  Examiuaiwn  of 
bankruptcy.    This  distinction  accounts  for  the  dicta  of  Lord  Eldon      hankmpu 
and  other  judges  respecting  the  questions  which  may  be  put^to  a 
bankrupt ;  ana  we  think  it  would  be  in  contravention  of  the  ex- 
pressed intentions  of  the  Legislature  to  permit  the  bankrupt  to 
refuse  to  answer  such  questions ;  for,  ever  since  the  reign  of  Eliza- 
beth, successive  statutes  have  been  passed  purporting  that,  to  guard 
against  frauds  in  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt,  when  called  upon  to 
answer  questions  respecting  his  estate  and  effects,  should  not  be 
allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the  common  law  maxim,  Nemo  tenetur  se 
iptwn  accufore.  There  is  no  physical  compulsion  to  enforce  the  obli- 

Stion,and  the  refusal  to  answer  is  not  made  an  offence  subjecting  the 
nkrupt  to  any  specific  punishment ;  but  the  questions,  although 
tending  to  criminate  the  bankrupt,  are  made  lawful,  and  if  he 
refuses  to  answer  them  he  is  liable  to  be  committed  and  imprisoned, 
as  upon  a  refusal  to  answer  any  other  lawful  question.  The  present 
defendant,  when  before  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  did,  after  objec^ 
tions  properly  overruled,  answer  questions  put  to  him  relating  to 
his  trade,  dealings  and  estate,  which  tended  to  disclose  a  fraud 
about  concealment  of  his  property.  His  examination  was  taken 
down  in  writing  and  signed  by  him,  and  we  are  to  determine 
whether  this  examination  was  admissible  evidence  against  the 
defendant  upon  an  indictment  charging  him  with  altering,  mutihi- 
ting  and  falsifying  his  books  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 
In  Reg,  v.  Garbeit,  and  in  other  cases,  it  has  been  held  that  where 
the  defendant  had  been  improperly  compelled  to  answer  questions 
tending  to  criminate  himself  his  answers  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him ;  but  as  the  report  of  Rex  v.  Mercervn  (2  Stark.  366),  was 
said  by  Lord  Tenterden  not  to  be  correct,  we  have  no  decision  to 
guide  us  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  examination,  which  was  per- 
fectly lawful  Being  a  genuine  document  signed  by  the  defendant, 
primd  facie  it  is  admissible  against  him,  and  we  will  consider  the 
several  grounds  on  which  the  defendant's  counsel  has  argued  that  it 
is  not  admissible.  The  first  is  that  the  examination  of  the  defen- 
dant was  after  making  a  declaration  according  to  the  form  in 
schedule  W  of  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  which  is  tantamount  to  an 
oath,  and  that,  if  on  oath,  it  would  have  been  inadmissible.  But, 
in  the  case  referred  to  in  support  of  this  objection,(c)  the  oath  had 
been  improperly  administered,  without  authority,  and  if  the  ex- 
amination is  taken  under  an  oath,  administered  by  proper  authority, 
there  is  no  reason  for  saying  that  it  is  less  likely  to  be  true  than  if 
it  had  been  without  an  oath  or  any  similar  solemnity.  The  next 
ground  of  objection  is  that  the  examination  was  compulsory.  It  is 
a  trite  maxim  that  the  confession  of  a  crime,  to  be  admissible 
against  the  party  confessing,  must  be  voluntary;  but  this  only 

(c)  /?.  ▼.  BriUon. 
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^*^-       means  that  it  shall  not  be  induced  by  improper  threats  or  promises; 
SooTT.       because,  under   such    circumstances,  the   party   may. have  been 

influenced  to  say  what  is  not  true,  and  the  supposed  confession 

^®^'  cannot  be  safely  acted  upori.  Such  an  objection  cannot  apply  to 
Evidence--  ^  lawful  examination  in  the  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding.  Then 
Examination  qf  the  dcfcudant^s  couusel  objccts  that,  in  the  course  of  this  examina- 
^**^"y''  tion,  threats  were  used ;  tne  alleged  threats,  however,  were  merely 
an  explanation  of  the  enactment  of  the  Legislature  upon  the 
subject,  and  a  warning  to  the  defendant  of  the  consequences  which, 
in  point  of  law,  would  arise  from  his  refusing  to  give  a  true  answer 
to  the  questions  put  to  him.  Finally,  the  defendant's  counsel 
relies  on  the  great  maxim  of  English  law,  Nemo  tenetur  se  ipsum 
accusare.  So,  undoubtedly,  says  the  common  law  of  England. 
But  Parliament  may  take  away  this  privilege,  and  enact  that  a 
party  may  be  bound  to  accuse  himself— that  is,  that  he  must 
answer  questions  by  answering  which  he  may  be  criminated.  This 
act  of  Parliament,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  creates  felonies  and 
misdemeanors,  and  compels  the  bankrupt  to  answer  questions 
which  may  show  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  some  of  those  felonies 
or  misdemeanors.  The  maxim  of  the  common  law,  therefore, 
has  been  overruled  by  the  Legislature,  and  the  defendant  has  been 
actually  compelled  to  give,  and  has  given,  answers  showing  that  he 
is  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor  with  which  he  is  charged.  The 
accusation  of  himself  was  an  accomplished  fact ;  and  at  the  trial 
he  was  not  called  upon  to  accuse  himself.  The  maxim  relied  upon 
applies  to  the  time  when  the  question  is  put,  not  to  the  use  which 
the  prosecutor  seeks  to  make  of  the  answer  when  the  answer  has 
been  given.  If  the  party  has  been  unlawfully  compelled  to 
answer  the  question,  he  shall  be  protected  against  any  prejudice 
from  the  answer  thus  illegally  extorted ;  but  a  similar  protection 
cannot  be  demanded  where  the  question  was  lawful,  and  the  party 
examined  was  bound  by  law  to  answer  it.  At  the  trial  the  defen- 
dant's written  examination,  signed  by  himself,  was  in  court,  and 
the  reading  of  it  as  evidence  against  him  could  be  no  violation  of 
the  maxim  relied  upon.  The  only  argument,  as  we  conceive,  that 
can  plausibly  be  put  for  the  defendant  is,  that  there  is  an  implied 
proviso  to  be  subjoined  to  the  1 17th  section,  viz.,  '^  that  the  exami- 
nation shall  not  be  used  as  evidence  against  the  bankrupt  on  any 
criminal  charge."  To  make  it  evidence  there  could  be  no  necessity 
*  for  any  express  enactment  for  that  purpose,  and  an  implied  proviso 
appears  all  that  can  be  contended  for.  But  by  this  interpolation 
we  may  be  more  likely  to  defeat  than  to  further  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature.  Considering  the  enormous  frauds  practised  by 
^  bankrupts  upon  their  creditors,  the  object  may  have  been  in  an 
exceptional  instance  to  allow  a  procedure  in  England  universally 
allowed  in  many  highly  civilised  countries.  Suppose  sect.  I  i  7  had 
begun  with  a  preamble  reciting  the  frauds  of  bankrupts,  and  the 
importance  of  having  these  frauds  detected  and  punished,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  say  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  no  use  should 
be  made  of  the  examination  except  for  civil  purposes.  When  the 
Legislature  compels  parties  to  give  evidence  accusing  themselves, 
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and  means  to  protect  them  from  the  consequences  of  giving  such        Sso. 
evidence,  the  course  of  legislation  has  been  to  do  so  by  express  '^• 

enactment,  as  in  6  Geo.  4,  c  129,  s.  6,  and  the  five  other  instances        ' 

adduced  in  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution.  We  there-        1856. 
fore  think  we  are  bound  to  suppose  that  in  this  instance,  in  which        — " 
no  such  protection  is  provided^  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Le^is-  s^^iJ^^of 
lature  to  compel  the  bankrupt  to  answer  interrogatories  respectmg     hankrupu 

his  dealings  and  conduct  as  a  trader,  although  he  might  thereby        

accuse  himself,  and  to  permit  his  answers  to  be  used  against  him 
for  criminal  as  well  as  civil  purposes.  ♦ 

CoL£Rii>0£,  J. — I  have  the  misfortune,  in  this  case,  to  differ 
from  the  rest  of  the  court,  and  entertaining  unfeignedly  a  great 
distrust  of  my  own  opinion,  I  should  gladly  surrender  it  to  theirs 
if  I  could  divest  myself  of  the  belief  that  the  judgment,  which  I 
venture  to  think  erroneous,  goes  also  to  impair  a  maxim  of  our 
law  as  settled,  as  important,  and  as  wise  as  almost  any  other  in  it— - 
and  consequently  that  it  is  a  duty  to  enter  my  protest,  however 
ineffectually,  against  it.  The  maxim  to  which  I  allude  will,  of  course, 
be  understood  to  be  that  which  is  familiar  to  all  lawyers — that  no 
person  can  be  compelled  to  criminate  himself.  It  would  be 
wasting  time  to  support  this  maxim  by  authorities,  or  to  dwell 
upon  its  importance.  The  judgment  from  which  I  differ  does  not 
proceed  upon  a  denial  or  disparagement  of  it,  but  on  some  such 
argument  as  this — every  lawful  examination  of  a  party  charged, 
conducted  according  to  law,  is  admissible  evidence  against  him ; 
this  examination  was  lawful  by  statute,  and  has  been  lawfully 
conducted,  therefore  this  examination  is  admissible  evidence 
against  the  prisoner.  Now,  I  deny  the  major  premise  of  this 
syllogism.  1  say  that  it  is  not  true  in  the  general  and  unqualified 
way  in  which  it  is  stated.  I  say  that  an  examination  may  be 
lawful  for  certain  purposes,  and  be  lawfully  conducted  with  those 
purpof^es  in  yiew,  and  yet  not  be  admissible  in  evidence  against  the 
party  charged,  when  upon  his  trial  on  a  criminal  charge,  even  if 
that  charge  be  founded  on  the  matters  before  lawfully  inquired 
into.  We  haye  here,  on  the  one  hand,  an  undisputed  and  indis- 
putable maxim  of  the  common  law,  that  no  man  shall  be  bound 
to  accuse  himself;  on  the  other,  we  have  a  statute,  not  in  terms 
professing  to  abrogate  this  maxim,  but  authorizing  commissioners 
of  bankrupts  to  examine  a  bankrupt  *^  touching  all  matters  relating 
to  concealment  of  his  lands,  tenements,  goods,  money  or  debts, ' 
and  subjecting  him  to  imprisonment  indefinitely  without  bail,  if 
he  refuse  to  answer.  The  same  statute  makes  it  felony,  punishable 
with  transportation  for  life,  for  a  bankrupt  to  conceal  anjr  part  of 
his  real  or  personal  estate  to  the  value  of  10/.,  with  mtent  to 
defraud  his  creditors.  How  then,  upon  general  principles,  are  we 
to  proceed  in  a  seeming  conflict  between  the  common  law  and 
these  provisions  of  the  statute  ?  Not,  I  apprehend,  by  assuming 
at  (Mice  that  there  is  a  real  conflict,  and  sacrificing  the  common 
law,  but  by  carefully  examining  whether  the  two  may  not  be 
reconciled,  and  full  effect  be  given  to  both ;  and  for  this  purpose 
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Beg.        it  is  most  material  to  ascertain  with  what  intent  and  for  what 
»V,        object  the  bankrupt  is  compelled  to  undergo  this  examination,  and 

^'       to  answer  the  questions  put.    If^  for  example,  it  should  appear  that 

1856.  he  was  to  be  examined  with  a  view  of  procuring  evidence  against 
Evidenc'^  him  on  a  criminal  charge  instituted  or  to  be  instituted,  whatever 
Examinaiion  qfone  might  think  of  the  justicc  of  such  an  enactment,  it  would  be 
bankrupt,  idle  to  contcnd  that  it  had  not  abrogated  pro  tanto  the  common  law. 
If,  on  the  other  hand^  it  should  be  clear  that  the  examination  was 
authorized  solely  for  the  better  discovery  of  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
and%the  bringing  it  into  distribution  among  his  creditors — that  it 
would  be  unlawful  to  examine  him  for  any  other  purpose — that  he 
might  lawfully  refuse  to  answer  any  questions  put  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  extracting  evidence  against  him  on  a  criminal  charge — 
then  I  conceive  that  you  would  be  far  advanced  on  your  way  to  a 
conclusion  which  will  prevent  the  statute  from  breaking  in  upon 
the  common  law.  Then  1  think  the  judge  who  is  trying  the 
prisoner  ought  to  say,  The  examination  which  could  not  have  been 
instituted  for  the  pnrpose  of  procuring  evidence  against  the 
prisoner  must  not  be  used  as  evidence  against  him  now — that 
which  cannot  be  done  directly  must  not  be  done  indirectly  — 
the  answer  which  the  prisoner  could  not  have  been  compelled  to 
give  if  the  question  had  been  put  in  order  to  use  that  answer  to- 
day, must  not  be  used  to-day,  though  the  question  was  not  so  put, 
but  ostensibly  on  a  ground  which  prevented  him  from  then 
demurring  to  answer  it.  The  examination  was  lawful  only  for  a 
special  purpose,  and  in  derogation  of  the  common  law  and  the 
principles  of  justice :  it  is  a  fraud  upon  that  common  law  and 
those  principles  which  no  court  will  lend  itself  to,  even  if  the 
examination  were  bond  Jide  instituted  for  the  prescribed  purposes, 
to  use  the  answers  afterwards  for  a  totally  different,  and  in  itself 
unlawful,  purpose.  Now  I  suppose  it  will  not  be  denied  that  the 
bankrupt's  examination  is  purely  what  I  have  here  supposed,  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  at  his  estate,  and  ascertaining  his  dealings 
so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  regulating  the  decision  of  the  com- 
missioners as  to  his  certificate.  Beyond  these  limits  they  cannot 
travel ;  within  them  they  are  not  directly  criminal  judges,  nor 
ancillary  to  those  who  are.  They  may  examine  the  bankrupt,  and 
he  can  only  refuse  to  answer  on  peril  of  imprisonment,  as  to  all 
matters  touching  his  property ;  and  in  so  doing  it  will  be  scarcely 
possible,  or  impossible  in  a  vast  number  of  cases,  not  to  elicit 
evidence  which  may  tend  to  criminate  him ;  but  then  he  is  not 
before  a  criminal  court,  nor  on  his  trial  for  any  of  the  offences 
which  he  so  discloses  incidentally.  He  does  not  need  the  protec- 
tion of  the  common  law  there,  and  nothing  in  the  statute  expressly 
takes  that  away,  or  shows  that  it  was  intended  to  deprive  him  of 
the  benefit  of  it  elsewhere.  The  two  cases  that  have  been  men- 
tioned by  my  Lord  illustrate  the  principle  for  which  I  contend, 
and  they  show  the  clear  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  that  the  stringent  powers  of  the  commissioners  could  not  be 
allowed  to  violate  what  the  former  called  ^^  one  of  the  most  sacred 
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))rinciple8  in  the  law  of  this  country — that  no  man  can  be  called        B«a. 
upon  to  criminate  himself  if  he  choose  to  object  to  it."    In  that       gr- 
ease {Ex  parte  CossenSy  Buck^  531),  a  petition  was  addressed  to        * 

Lord  Eldou,  praying  that  the  petitioners  might  be  allowed  to  1856. 
examine  a  bankrupt  fully  toucning  his  estate  and  effects,  and  ^SZi^^ 
•*  particularly  whether  he  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him  or  for  his  EmminaHm  of 
benefit  has  received,  oris  to  receive,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  bankrvpt, 
other  valuable  consideration  for  having  resigned,  or  as  an  induce- 
ment  to  resign,  the  office  of  town  clerk  of  the  city  of  Bristol," 
He  dismissed  the  petition,  and  in  the  course  of  a  very  valuable 
judgment,  he  drew  the  line  clearly  and  distinctly,  upholding  the 
power  to  inquire  into  all  receipts  of  money,  or  securities  which 
could  be  available  to  increase  the  estate ;  but  when  the  question 
came  to  this,  *^  Did  you,  through  an  illegal  act,  acquire  either  the 
one  or  the  other?"  he  says  he  should  have  told  the  bankrupt,  as 
every  judge  in  the  country,  he  says,  used  to  do,  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  answer.  Suppose,  then,  that  a  bankrupt,  having  had  the 
question  put  to  him,  and  demurred  to  it,  had  been  compelled  to 
answer,  is  it  to  be  believed  that  Lord  Eldon  would  have  received 
the  answer  to  prove  the  case  for  the  prosecution  of  the  bankrupt 
for  the  offence  so  disclosed  ?  In  Ex  parte  Kir  by  (I  M.  &  McAr. 
212),  a  bankrupt  demurred  to  a  question,  ^'because  it  might 
expose  him  to  a  criminal  prosecution."  The  commissioners  over* 
ruled  the  objection,  and  committed  him.  He  came  up  on  habeas 
corpus.  The  case  was  argued  at  great  length,  and  very  learnedly 
and  ably,  by  Mr.  Collinson  and  Mr.  Rose.  The  former  went  through 
all  the  cases,  and  they  were  fully  discussed  between  him  and 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  who  finally  discharged  the  bankrupt.  He  said, 
**  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  inquiry  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  bankrupt's  estate ;  but  even  if  it  was  likely  to  prove  advanta- 
geous, there  is  not  any  authority  to  show  that  the  commissioners 
may  dispense  with  the  general  rule  of  law,  that  no  person  can  be 
compelled  to  criminate  himself."  These  cases  go  very  far  to  show 
that,  even  before  the  commissioners,  the  statutes  do  not  intend  to 
destroy  the  common  law  maxim  ;  but  the  present  case  is  ct  fortiori 
to  these.  I  admit  that  it  must  be  very  often  difiicult  for  the  com- 
missioners to  draw  the  line ;  for  it  is  clear  that  the  bankrupt  must 
answer  as  to  all  circumstances  respecting  his  property,  and  the 
bets  he  so  discloses  may  raise  inferences  against  him — he  must 
answer  or  abide  the  consequences.  But  the  difficulty  would  be 
incalculably  lessened,  and  the  law  much  more  effectually  admi- 
nistered, as  regards  the  estate,  if  you  confine  the  examination  to 
its  legitimate  object,  and  not  examine  the  bankrupt  with  the 
terror  of  making  evidence  against  himself  at  the  Old  Bailey  in  the 
answers  he  gives.  It  must  not  be  supposed  that  this  is  a  new 
question  arising  in  respect  of  any  new  powers  conferred  by  the 
bankrupt  Consolidation  Act.  Under  the  5  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  con- 
cealment by  a  bankrupt,  to  the  amount  of  202.,  was  felony  without 
benefit  of  clergy,  and  the  commissioners  had  the  same  power 
of  examining  him.     Was  a  capital  conviction  ever  heard  of,  or 
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Bbq.       could  it  have  been  tolerated  on  evidence  so  extorted  from  the 
^^v        prisoner  himself?    It  is  a  question,  too,  of  wider  extent  than  may 

*       seem  at  first  sight ;  not  merely  as  regards  the  bankrupt  it  may 

1856.        arise,  but  also  as  regards  his  wife,  or  any  witness  who  has  had  deal- 

.T~"_    ings  with  him.     All  and  each  of  these  may  be  examined  as  to 

ETmninatiim  o/"  matters  which  may  implicate  them  in  some  criminal  transaction-^ 

bankrtipt,     subjcct  them  to  some  criminal  charge.     They  cannot  refuse  to 

answer  if  the  questions  relate  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and  the 

rule  which  the  court  is  about  to  lay  down  must  equally  apply  to 
them.  It  is  something,  I  think,  to  be  considered  that,  with 
the  bankrupt  law  substantially  in  its  present  state  for  centuries^ 
the  question  now  for  decision  has  never  come  to  be  decided  before. 
If  examinations  have  not  been  tendered  in  evidence  it  is  intelli- 
gible ;  but  why  have  they  not  been  ?  After  the  decision  of  this 
court,  there  is  no  hazard  in  predicting  that  a  short  mode  will  be 
found  of  proving  cases  against  bankrupts ;  and,  be  it  observed, 
a  di6ferent  mode  from  that  in  which  offences  are  proved  against 
other  criminals.  And  how  will  the  proof  be  procured?  I  wish  to 
make  no  reflections  against  Commissioners  of  Bankruptcy — ^men 
admirable  many  of  them  for  the  zeal,  learning  and  integrity  with 
which  they  discharge  very  important  and  sometimes  very  difficult 
duties,  but  I  object  to  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  being  made 
up  by  this  new  and  un-English  mode,  the  compulsory  cross- 
exanunation  of  the  prisoner,  apart  from  the  judge  and  jury  who 
are  to  try  him — he  very  often  wholly  unprotected,  even  under  the 
presidency  of  a  commissioner.  Even  so,  it  seems  to  me  highly 
objectionable.  But  what  if  there  be  no  commissioner  ?  Since  the 
reservation  of  the  present  case  I  had  to  try  a  bankrupt  for  muti- 
lation of  his  books.  His  examination  was  tendered  in  evidence. 
I  said  I  should  receive  it  and  reserve  the  points,  but  I  was  desirous 
of  some  preliminary  inquiry,  and  it  turned  out  that  the  persons 
present  were  the  assignee's  solicitor,  his  clerks,  and  the  bankrupt. 
The  commissioner's  chair  was  there,  but  it  was  empty.  This  was 
not  proper,  but  it  was  tolerable,  if  the  only  object  was  to  ascertain 
from  the  bankrupt  where  his  property  was  to  be  found.  It  was 
intolerable,  and  I  am  certain  no  commissioner  would  have  been 
found  guilty  of  such  neglect  of  duty,  if  it  had  been  considered 
that  the  purpose  or  the  result  of  the  meeting  had  been,  or  might 
be,  to  extract  the  evidence  upon  which  alone,  a  few  years  ago,  the 
bankrupt  might  have  been  hung,  on  which  now  he  may  be  trans- 
ported for  life.  The  exposure  and  punishment  of  fraud  may  be 
purchased  too  dearly.  I  think  they  are,  if,  in  order  to  arrive  at 
them,  we  break  down  what  I  venture  to  call,  after  Lord  Eldon,  a 
sacred  principle  of  our  law.  No  doubt  the  statute  must  be 
obeyed— I  do  not  seek  to  evade  it — it  is  a  wise  statute  if  you 
connne  it  to  the  objects  for  which  it  was  made :  and  it  may  be,  in 
my  opinion,  strictly  obeyed  within  those  limits,  and  no  violence  be 
done  to  the  common  law.  I  regret  the  great  length  to  which 
my  remarks  have  run;  it  had  unfortunately  escaped  me  that  judg- 
ment was  to  be  given  this  morning,  and  I  have  really  not  had  the 
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November  loth,  1856. 

(Before    Pollock,    C.  B.,    Coleridge    and    Willes,    JJ., 

Bbamwell  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  o.  Mary  Brigos.  (a) 

Bigamy — Absence  far  seven  years — Evidence  of  knowledge — Possession 
of  means  of  knowledge — Onus  of  proof — Imperfect  finding. 

Upon  a  tried  for  bigamy^  in  wkick  it  appeared  tkat  the  first  husband 
had  been  continually  absent  from  the  prisoner  for  the  space  of  seven 
years  next  preceding  the  second  marriage^  the  jury^  being  asked  to 
consider  whether  she  knew  her  husband  to  be  alive  at  the  time  of  the 
second  marriage,  and  if  not,  whether  she  had  had  the  means  of 
acquiring  the  knowledge,  found  that  they  had  no  evidence  of  her 
knowledge,  but  were  of  opinion  that  she  had  the  means  of  acquiring 
knowledge  if  she  had  chosen  to  make  use  of  them* 

Hdd,  that  upon  that  finding  the  conviction  could  not  be  sustained,  inaS' 
much  as  it  left  it  uncertain  whether,  ifi  fact,  she  had  or  had  not  the 
knowledge, 

THE  following  case  was  stated  bj  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge : — 
The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  before  me  at  the 
Summer  Assizes,  1856,  for  Cambridge,  on  a  charj?e  of  bigamy. 
The  two  marriages  were  satisfactorily  proved,  the  first  with  John 
Bri^s,  on  the  22nd  January,  1844,  at  Altonberry,  the  second 
withWiliiam  Cooper,  on  March  27th,  1856,  at  Cambridge.  The 
prisoner,  on  both  occasions,  was  married  by  her  maiden  name  of 
Kiggle ;  and  William  Cooper,  who  was  called,  swore  that  she  had 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Bittlsston,  Esq.  BArrister-ai-LAW. 
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time  I  could  have  wished  properly  to  arrange  or  compress  them.        *■«• 
Id  my  opinion,  the  bankrupt's  examination  was  not  admissible.  ^^^ 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  have  nothing  to  say  to  what  has  fallen  from 
my  brother  Coleridge  but  this,  that  my  judgment  proceeds  upon 
the  px>und  that  if  you  make  a  thing  lawful  to  be  done,  it  is  lawful 
in  all  its  consequences ;  and  one  of  its  consequences  is,,  that  what 
may  be  stated  by  a  person  in  a  lawful  examination  may  be  received 
in  evidence  against  him.  That  is  quite  settled  and  conformable 
to  a  most  important  maxim  of  the  English  law. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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^^*  represented  herself  to  him  as  a  single  woman.     Altonberry  and 

BuoGs.  Cambridge  are  both  in  the  same  county,  and  about  twenty-four 

miles   apart.       John   Briggs    was  considerably   older  than   the 

1856.  prisoner,  a  labouring  man.  Hying  in  lodgings,  working  at  a  farm 

Bigamft—    <^bout  two  miles  ffom  Altonberry.     Sometimes  absent  from  it  for 

Abtence/ar    a  month  at  a  time.     It  was  said  that  she  had  left  him  at  the  end 

^^^1^1^^  of  four  months  from  the  marriage,  and  the  witness  who  stated  this 

knotoUd^   had  not  seen  her  subsequently. 

On  this  evidence,  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner  that  it  must 

be  taken,  that  the  husband  had  been  continually  absent  from  the 
prisoner  for  the  space  of  seven  years  next  preceding  the  second 
marriage.  That  there  was  no  evidence  that  she  knew  him  to  be 
living  at  the  time  of  such  marriage,  and  that  she  was  not  bound  to 
make  any  inquiry. 

I  desired  the  jury  to  say  whether,  in  their  opinion,  the  prisoner 
knew  her  husband  to  be  alive  at  the  time  she  contracted  the 
second  marriage ;  and,  if  not,  whether  she  had  had  the  means  of 
acquiring  the  knowledge,  directing  them,  even  if  they  thought  her 
ignorant  in  fact  of  her  husband's  being  alive,  still  to  find  her 
guilty  if  they  also  thought  that,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
diligence  in  making  inquiry,  she  mignt  have  informed  herself  and 
neglected  to  use  such  diligence. 

The  jury  said  they  had  no  evidence  of  her  knowledge,  but  were 
of  opinion  that  she  had  the  means  of  acquiring  knowledge  if  she 
had  chosen  to  make  use  of  them. 

I  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Crown,  but  bailed  the  prisoner  and 
respited  the  sentence. 

1  now  request  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  the  propriety  of  the 
conviction. 

Pawer^  for  the  prisoner. — The  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  22, 
provides  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  extend  to  any  person 
marrying  a  second  time,  ''  whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  been 
continu^uly  absent  from  such  person  for  the  space  of  seven  years 
then  last  past,  and  shall  not  have  been  known  by  such  person  to 
be  living  within  that  time ;"  and  this  conviction  cannot  be  sup- 
ported, because  the  prosecution  did  not  give  any  evidence 
that  the  prisoner  knew  her  first  husband  to  have  been  alive. 
In  i?.  V.  Jones  (Car.  &  M.  614),  Cresswell,  J.,  after  reading 
the  words  of  the  section  said,  "  Here  it  appears  that  the  prisoner's 
wife  has  been  absent  sixteen  or  seventeen  years,  and  living  seven- 
teen or  eighteen  miles  from  the  prisoner,  which  is  much  further 
than  a  person  in  his  situation  would  go,  and  the  second  wife  has 
proved  that  she  never  knew  or  heard  of  a  former  wife.  There  is 
no  proof  that  the  prisoner  knew  that  his  first  wife  was  living,  and 
in  the  absence  of  that  proof,  I  think  he  comes  within  the  proviso.'' 
Besides  it  is  contrary  to  principle  to  require  the  prisoner  to  prove 
her  ignorance.  It  rests  with  the  prosecution  to  make  out  know- 
ledge, in  fact,  whenever  it  appears  that  there  has  been  a  continual 
absence  for  seven  years. 

Bramwell^  B. — Upon  whom  is  the  onus  of  proof?    If  the 
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statute  had  said  that  it  should  not  extend  to  any  person  *^  wJio 
shali  have  been  ignorant'^  that  the  first  husband  was  alive,  would 
not  she  be  bound  to  give  some  evidence  ? 

Power. — It  18  submitted  that  she  would  not  But  in  this  case 
the  jury  were  told  to  find  her  guilty,  even  supposing  her  to  have 
been  ignorant,  iF  she  had  the  means  of  knowled<xe.  The  statute 
however  says  nothing  about  the  means  of  knowledge. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  do  not  see  how  the  question  can  depend 
upon  the  possession  of  means  of  knowledge,  even  if  the  onus  of 
proving  ignorance  is  on  the  prisoner ;  though  as  to  that  I  certainly 
entertain  great  doubt  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case,  except  under 
some  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the  revenue,  in  which  upon  a 
criminal  charge  the  burthen  of  proving  a  negative  is  cast  upon  the 
prisoner. 

WiLLES,  J.  — In  Mr.  Best's  book  on  the  Principles  of  the  Law  of 
Evidence,  which  is  one  of  the  ablest  on  the  subject,  the  rule  with 
respect  to  proving  negatives  is  thus  limited.  "But  when  the 
negative  ceases  to  be  a  simple  one — when  it  is  qualified  by  time, 
place,  or  circumstance,  much  of  this  objection  is  removed,  and 
proof  of  a  negative  may  very  reasonably  be  required,  when  the 
qualifying  circumstances  are  the  direct  matter  in  issue,  or  the 
affirmative  is  either  probable  in  itself  or  supported  by  a  presump- 
tion, or  peculiar  means  of  proof  are  in  the  hands  of  the  party 
asserting  the  native:"  (Best,  p.  336.) 

Bbamwell,  B. — Would  the  jury  have  been  warranted  in  find- 
ing ignorance  in  fact,  in  this  case  ? 

Power. — They  ought  to  have  so  found,  there  being  no  evidence 
of  knowledge.     It  would  be  very  difficult  for  a  prisoner  to  prove 
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a  negative. 


Bramwell,  B. — It  would  be  easy  enough  to  give  some  prima 
facie  evidence  of  it,  as  by  calling  witnesses  who,  having  the  same 
opportunity  of  knowledge  as  the  prisoner,  had  not  heard  of  it. 

Coleridge,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  certainly,  that  if  the  onus 
18  cast  upon  the  prisoner,  the  finding  of  the  jury  shows  that  she 
has  not  satisfied  it,  and  there  were  circumstances  in  the  case  to 
lead  to  a  strong  suspicion,  at  all  events,  that  she  knew. 

Power. — Under  the  earlier  statute  (1  Jao.  1,  c.  11)  no  question 
arose  as  to  knowledge;  the  mere  fact  of  absence  beyond  the  seas  for 
seven  years  being  deemed  a  sufficient  defence;  but  in  the  present 
case,  the  circumstances  raising  a  suspicion  of  knowledge  were  not 
at  all  stronger  than  they  were  in  R>  v.  Jones,  in  which  an 
acquittal  was  directed. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is 
vrong.  The  jury  merely  find  that  they  had  no  evidence  of  her 
koowlcdge,  the  efiect  of  which  must  be  that  she  did  not  know ; 
but  they  were  of  opinion  that  she  had  the  means  of  acquiring 
knowledge  if  she  haa  chosen  to  make  use  of  them.  It  may  be  that 
the  means  of  knowledge  which  a  person  possesses  are  very  easy 
or  very  difficult ;  if  they  are  so  easy  that  the  information  may  be 
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obtained  by  putting  a  question  to  any  one  on  a  market-day,  the 
possession  of  such  means  of  knowledge  might,  if  coupled  with 
other  circumstances,  such  as  that  which  is  found  here,  namely,  the 
second  marriage  being  contracted  in  the  maiden  name^  warrant  a 
finding  that  she  did  know,  and  upon  such  a  finding  the  conviction 
might  be  sustained.  But  in  the  absence  of  such  finding,  I  do  not 
think  that  we  can  supply  it  from  the  fact  that  she  had  the  means 
of  acquiring  knowledge.  As  to  the  question  upon  whom  the 
burthen  of  proof  is  cast,  that  is  a  doubtful  matter,  and  one  upon 
which  I  do  not  wish  to  give  any  opinion  at  present.  And  I  there- 
fore merely  say  that  the  jury  having  found  that  they  had  no 
evidence  of  knowledge,  in  my  opinion  the  conviction  cannot  be 
upheld. 

Coleridge,  J. — Concurring  in  the  conclusion  to  which  the 
court  has  come,  I  am  nevertheless  anxious  that  no  opinion  should 
now  be  expressed  upon  the  important  questions  raised  during  the 
argument.  With  respect  to  the  interpretation  to  be  put  upon  the 
finding  of  the  jury,  I  do  not  quite  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron. 
I  do  not  think  the  jury  meant  to  find  that  the  prisoner,  in  fact, 
did  not  know.  They  say  that  they  had  no  evidence  that  she  did 
know,  but  they  also  find  that  she  had  the  means  of  knowledge ; 
and  if  I  were  to  draw  any  conclusion  from  that  verdict,  I  should 
rather  say  that  the  jury  considered  that  she  probably  did  know, 
though  the  evidence  was  not  quite  sufficient  to  warrant  them  in 
finding  that  fact.  On  the  simple  ground,  however,  that  the  finding 
is  imperfect,  I  concur  in  holding  the  conviction  wrong. 

WiLLES,  J. — The  case  does  not  find  that  she  had  the  know- 
ledge; and  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  conviction  must  be 
quashed. 

Bramwell,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  this  ground :  it 
may  be  that  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  directed  upon  this  evi- 
dence to  find,  and  ought  to  have  found,  that  the  prisoner  did  not 
know ;  that  in  fact  she  was  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  her  former 
husband.  But  upon  that  they  have  expressed  no  opinion.  AU 
that  they  have  done  is  not  to  find  that  she  knew;  and  we 
cannot  say,  that  if  the  question  had  been  put  to  them  distinctly, 
they  would  not  have  gone  on  and  said  affirmatively  that  she 
did  not  know.     We  cannot,  therefore,  support  the  conviction. 

Watson,  B.,  concurred.  Conviction  quashed. 
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November  15,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Erlb  and  Willes,  JJ.,  Bramwell 

and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Bailey,  {a) 

Emhesziemeni  by  a  clerk  at  a  railway  station  belonging  to  several  com- 
ponies — Indicimeni  charging  him  as  the  servant  of  one  of  the  com* 
panieSf  and  also  as  servant  of  the  four — Evidence, 

il  was  employed  as  a  delivery  clerk  at  a  railway  station  belonging  to 
four  different  companies^  and  maintained  out  of  a  joint  fund.  He 
was  appointed  and  liable  to  be  dismissed  by  a  managing  committee^ 
composed  of  directors  of  the  several  companies.  His  duty  was  to 
deliver  parcels  which  arrived  at  the  station  by  the  trains  of  ike 
different  companies^  and  to  pay  over  the  money  which  he  received  to 
the  chief  clerk  of  the  parcels^  office^  by  whom  it  was  paid  over  to  the 
cashier,  who  kept  a  separate  account  for  each  company,  and  paid  over 
to  each  company  the  amount  received  for  parcels  carried  by  each.  The 
thief*  clerk  and  cashier  were  appointed  by  the  committee.  Loss  by 
negligence  or  embezzlement  of  a  station  servant  was  usually  made  good 
to  the  particular  company  out  of  the  general  station  funds. 

An  indictment  for  embezzlemerU  charged  him  in  different  counts  as  the 
servant  of  the  one  company,  whose  money  he  had  embezzled;  in 
another  as  the  servant  of  the  four  companies;  in  a  third  as  the  servant 
of  the  committee;  and  in  a  fourth  as  the  servant  of  the  station 
manager: 

Hdd,  thai  at  all  events  he  was  rightly  charged  as  the  servant  of  the  four 
companies. 

THE  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  before  the  Recorder  at  the 
last  Jaly  session  for  the  city  of  Chester,  on  a  charge  of  embez- 
zlement. The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner, 
on,  &C.,  being  then  employed  as  a  servant  of  the  Great  Western 
Railway  Company,  did  oy  virtue  of  his  said  employment,  and 
while  he  was  so  employed,  receive  and  take  into  his  possession 
eertidn  money,  to  the  amount  of  2s,,  for  and  in  the  name  and  on 
the  account  of  the  said  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  his 
masters,  and   that  be  embezzled  the  same.     Another  count  in 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bim^EsrON,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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reo.       respect  of  the  same  embezzlement  charged  the  prisoner  with  being 
Bailet.      *^®  seiTant  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  the  London 

and  North  Western  Railway  Company,  the  Chester  and  Holyhead 

1856.        Railway  Company,  and  the  Birkenhead,  Lancashire  and  Cheshire 

JSmbetalemmt  Junction  Railway  Company,  and  as  having  received  the  money 

Servant  ai  foT  and  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  those  four  companies. 

^1^  .'^^  A  third  count  in  respect  of  the  same  embezzlement  charged  him 

^^^J^/  ^  with  being  the  servant  of  John  Williams,  and  seven  other  persons 
companies,  named,  and  as  having  received  the  money  for  and  in  the  name  and 
on  the  account  of  those  eight  persons.  And  a  fourth  count  in 
respect  of  the  same  embezzlement,  charged  him  as  being  the 
servant  of  Robert  Lewis  Jones,  and  as  having  received  the  money 
for  and  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  the  said  Robert  Lewis 
Jones.  There  were  other  similar  sets  of  counts  in  respect  of  two 
other  subsequent  acts  of  embezzlement. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  general  railway  station 
at  Chester  was  built  upon  land  in  part  belonging  to  each  of  the 
four  railway  companies,  whose  lines  of  railway,  at  the  time  when 
it  was  built,  ran  through  or  into  Chester,  namely,  the  London  and 
North  Western,  the  Shrewsbury  and  Chester  (since  amalgamated 
with  the  Great  Western),  the  Chester  and  Holyhead,  and  the 
Birkenhead,  Lancashire  and  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Compa- 
nies ;  that  the  station  is  maintained  at  the  joint  cost  of  the  above- 
mentioned  companies  (except  that  the  Great  Western  is  now  in 
the  place  of  the  Shrewsbury  and  Chester)  out  of  a  fund  contri- 
buted by  them  in  certain  agreed  proportions,  and  that  it  is  under 
the  management  of  a  committee  of  eight  gentlemen,  directors  of 
these  four  companies,  being  the  persons  named  in  the  count  thirdly 
above  mentioned,  two  of  whom  are  appointed  by  each  company, 
and  who  are  called  **  The  General  Station  Committee."  This 
committee  appoints,  dismisses,  and  pays  out  of  the  fund  above 
mentioned  the  wages  of  the  officers,  clerks,  and  other  sei^vants  who 
are  employed  at  the  station.  Amongst  these  are  the  ^*  delivery 
clerks,  whose  duty  it  is  to  deliver  to  persons  in  the  city  of  Chester, 
and  its  neighbourhood,  parcels  which  arrive  at  the  station  by  the 
trains  of  any  of  the  four  companies  addressed  to  such  persons ;  to 
receive  from  them  the  sums  charged  for  the  carriage  and  delivery 
of  such  parcels,  and  on  the  night  of  the  same  day  to  account  for 
and  pay  to  the  chief  clerk  in  the  parcel  office  the  total  of  the  sums 
so  received  by  them  during  the  day.  For  the  performance  of  this 
duty  each  of  the  delivery  clerks  has  given  to  him  each  morning 
a  delivery  book,  into  which,  before  the  parcels  are  handed  to  him 
for  delivery,  the  particulars  of  them  are  copied  in  the  parcel  office 
from  the  several  way-bills  of  the  trains  by  which  they  are  brought 
to  the  station.  The  chief  clerk  of  the  parcel  office  each  night 
gives  the  delivery  clerk  a  receipt  in  his  delivery  book  for  tlie 
money  actually  paid  over  by  him  in  respect  of  the  day's  receipts ; 
and  any  moneys  due  for  parcels  delivered  on  that  day,  which  the 
delivery  clerk  has  not  been  able  to  collect,  are  carried  forward  in 
his  delivery  book  as  a  balance  to  the  account  of  the  next  day 
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The  chief  clerk  of  the  parcel  office  on  the  same  day  pays  over  the        Rao. 
money  so  received  by  him  to  the  "  cashier  "  of  the  general  station  "• 

ocMnmittee  to  the  accounts  of  the  several  companies  to  whom  the        1* 

same  respectively  belong.     The  cashier  keeps  a  separate  account        isse. 
for  each  company^  and  on  the  same  day  pays  the  money  over  „    ""^ 
directly  to  the  company  to  which  it  belongs  or  to  its  bankers,   ^serm^at 
The  cashier  and  chief  clerk  of  the  parcel  office  are  appointed,  paid  raiiio$y  station 
and  dismissed  by  the  general  station  committee  in  manner  herein-    *<^<^'f^  ^ 
before  mentioned.  c^^ies. 

On  the  morning  of  the  26th  Feb.  1856,  two  parcels  came  from 
London  by  a  train  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company  to  the 
Chester  station,  addressed  to  Messrs.  Frichard  and  Roberts,  book- 
sellers, Chester,  on  which,  according  to  the  way-bill,  there  were  the 
sums  of  5s.  and  Is,  6d,  respectively  to  pay  for  the  carriage  of  theuL 
These  parcels,  with  many  others,  on  that  morning  were  given  to 
the  prisoner  for  delivery,  the  particulars  thereof  having  been 
entered  from  the  way-bill  in  his  delivery  book,  in  the  manner 
above  described.  The  total  amount  ^^  to  pay  "  for  parcels  to  be 
delivered  by  the  prisoner  on  that  day  was  2/.  14«.  11£,  the  total 
amount  which  was  accounted  for  in  the  delivery  book,  and  paid 
over  by  him  in  respect  of  that  day's  delivery,  was  IL  I2s,  7d.,  the 
balance,  IL  2s,  4d,,  being  carried  forward  to  the  next  day.  The 
prisoner  received  from  Messrs.  Frichard  and  Roberts  the  sum  of 
5s,  and  Is,  Qd,  in  respect  of  their  said  parcels,  but  the  sums  which, 
at  the  time  of  such  accounting  and  payment,  appeared  on  the  face 
of  the  delivery  book  as  having  been  charged  to  and  received  in 
respect  of  these  parcels  were  Zs,  and  \s.  6d.y  the  3^.  having  been 
written  by  the  prisoner  over  an  erasure  of  the  5^.,  and  the 
II  I2«.  Id.  was  accordingly  less  by  2s,  than  the  actual  amount 
received  by  the  prisoner  on  that  day. 

Similar  evidence  was  given  with  respect  to  other  parcels  which 
also  came  by  trains  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  and 
were  delivered  by  the  prisoner  to  the  other  persons  in  Chester  on 
two  subsequent  days.  The  chief  clerk  of  the  parcel  office  paid 
over  on  the  same  day  the  moneys  received  by  him  from  the 
prisoner  in  respect  of  these  parcels,  to  the  cashier  of  the  general 
station  committee ;  and  the  cashier  on  the  same  day  paid  the  same 
to  the  bankers  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company  to  the 
acconntof  that  company.  Mr.  Robert  Lewis  Jones  is  the  general 
manager  at  the  Chester  station,  and  he  also  is  appointed  and  paid 
by  the  general  station  committee.  He  had  not  any  power  of 
appointing  or  dismissing  any  of  the  officers  or  servants  employed 
at  the  station.  Mr.  Jones  stated  in  his  evidence,  that  in  cases  of 
loss  by  the  negligence  or  embezzlement  of  a  station  servant,  the 
usage  had  been  to  make  good  the  loss  to  the  particular  company 
by  whom  it  was  suffered  out  of  the  funds  of  the  general  station 
oommittee ;  thus  losses  by  negligence  had  very  frequently  been 
made  good,  and  losses  by  embezzlement  on  three  or  four  occasions. 
The  fund  out  of  which  these  losses  are  made  good,  is  a  different 
fond  from  that  which  is  in  the  cashier's  hands  for  payment  over  to 
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KKGi        the  several  companies,  or  their  bankers^  as  before  mentioned ;  it  is 
Bailey.      ^°  *^^  hands  of  Messrs.  Dixon  and  Wardell,  bankers  of  Chester, 

as  the  bankers  of  the  general  station  committee^  and  is  drawn  out 

1856.        by  cheques,  signed  by  the  general  manager. 
Embezzlement       Upon   this  state   of  facts  it   was   objected   by  the  prisoner's 
—Servant  at  counscl  that  no  count  of  the  indictment  was  supported  by  the 
railioatf  nation  evidence,  for  that  the  prisoner  was  not  the  servant  of  the  Great 
^ Kwai^    Western  Railway  Company,  or  of  the  four  companies,  or  of  Mr. 
companies.     Jones,  and  that,  if  he  was  the  servant  of  the  general  station  com- 
mittee,  he   did  not  receive  the  moneys  alleged  to   have   been 
embezzled   by  him,  for   or  on   account   or  in  the  name  of  that 
committee,  but  for  and  on  account  and  in  the  name  of  the  Great 
Western  Railway  Company  :  {Reg,  v.  Townsendy  1  Den.  C.  C.  167  ; 
Beg,  V.  Beaumont^  1  Dearsley's  C.  C.  270,  were  cited.) 

The  Recorder  reserved  these  objections  for  the  decision  of  this 
court,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  prisoner  had 
fraudulently  retained  for  his  own  use  the  sums  which  he  had 
received  over  and  above  those  which  he  had  accounted  for  and  paid 
over.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  all  the  chaises 
alleged  in  the  indictment,  and  thereupon  the  Recorder  respited  the 
sentence  and  admitted  him  to  bail  until  the  judgment  of  this  court 
should  have  been  given  upon  the  points  reserved.  The  question 
respectfully  submitted  for  the  decision  of  this  court  therefore  is, 
whether  any  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment  was  supported  by  the 
evidence. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
Parry y  Serjt.,  for  the  Crown,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 
Pollock,  C.  B. — We  think  that  the  prisoner  was,  at  all  events, 
the  servant  of  the  four  companies,  and  the  conviction  may  there- 
fore be  sustained  on  that  count.(^) 

Erle  and  Willes,  J  J.,  and  Bbamwell  and  Watson,  BB., 
concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed, 

(b)  The  Court  did  not  advert  to  the  other  allegotion  in  that  connt,  that  the  prisoner 
received  the  money  for  and  on  acoonnt  of  the  four  coinpaniee;  and  it  8«emi  doubtful  whether 
the  evidence  would  sustain  that  allegation. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  15,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Eble  and  Willes,  JJ.,  Bbamwell, 

and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  t7.  West,  (a) 

Larceny — Country  bank-notes  in  course  of  transmission  from  one  branch 
bank  to  anotker-^Descripdon  of  notes  in  indictment  as  money. 

A.  was  indicted  for  stealing  95L  in  money.  The  evidefice  was,  that  he 
stole  certain  notes  of  a  country  bank  which  were  not  then  in  drcu" 
lationy  for  value,  but  which  had  been  paid  in  at  one  branch  of  the 
same  bnnk^  and  were  in  course  of  transmission  to  another  brancli, 
where  they  had  been  originally  issued,  in  order  that  they  might  be 
there  reissued  or  otherwise  disposed  of 

Bddy  that  A.  was  guilty  of  larceny  ;  and  that,  since  the  14  4*  15  Vict. 
c  100,  s.  18,  the  offence  was  correctly  described  in  the  indictment. 

FREDERICK  WEST  and  Elizabeth  West  were  charged  upon 
the  following  indictment,  the  said  Frederick  West  with 
stealing  95L  in  money,  and  the  said  Elizabeth  West  with  receiving 
bl  in  money,  part  of  the  said  952^,  knowing  them  to  have  been 
stolen. 
Isle  of  Ely,  1  The  jurors  for  our  sovereign  Lady  the  Queen 
to  wit.  /  upon  their  oath  present,  that  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned, 
Frederick  West  was  clerk  to  one  Robert  Bell  and  others ;  and  that 
the  said  Frederick  West  whilst  he  was  such  clerk  to  the  said 
Bobert  Bell  and  others,  to  wit,  on  the  seventh  day  of  November^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five, 
at  Witf beach,  in  the  Isle  of  Ely,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  ninety-five 
pounds  in  money,  of  the  moneys,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said 
Aobert  Bell  and  others,  his  said  masters  as  aforesaid,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  Elizabeth  West,  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  No  vember  in 

(a)  Reported  b/  A.  Bittijuton,  Esq.,  Barri6ter*at-Law. 
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^"o-        the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five. 
West.       *^  Manea,  in  the  Isle  of  Ely  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 

aforesaid^  feloniously  did  receive  five  pounds  in  money  of ^  the 

1856         moneys,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  Robert  Bell  and  others. 

Larceny—     being  part  of  the  said  ninety-five  pounds  in  money  above  men- 

Bank  notes  not  tioued,  80  as  aforcsaid  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away ; 

in  circulation,  ghe,  the  Said  Elizabeth  West,  then  well  knowing  the  said  moneys, 

goods,  and  chattels  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and 

carried  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 

and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 

crown  and  dignity.  * 

The  manager  of  the  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England,  at 
Boston,  enclosed,  in  an  envelope  addressed  to  the  manager  of  the 
same  bank  at  Wisbeach,  nineteen  5/.  notes  of  the  said  bank  issued 
at  Wisbeach,  which  had  been  paid  into  the  branch  bank  at  Boston. 
The  bank  do  not  reissue  at  one  branch,  notes  originally  issued  at 
another  branch,  but  transmit  them  to  the  place  where  they  were 
originally  issued,  to  be  there  reissued  or  otherwise  disposed  of. 

The  envelope,  and  nineteen  notes  enclosed  therein,  were  put 
into  the  post-ofiice  at  Boston. 

The  prisoner  Frederick  West  was  a  clerk  in  the  said  bank  at 
Wisbeach,  and  it  was  part  of  his  duty  to  receive  at  the  post-oflBoe 
at  Wisbeach  every  morning  all  letters  addressed  to  the  said  bank 
there. 

On  the  day  on  which  the  envelope  and  inclosure  should  have 
been  received  by  the  bank  at  Wisbeach,  Frederick  West  received 
the  letters  as  usual  at  the  post-office,  and  he  delivered  on  that  day 
several  letters  (through  a  servant)  to  the  manager  of  the  bank, 
amongst  which  was  a  letter  of  advice  from  Boston  of  the  trans- 
mission of  the  nineteen  notes,  but  the  envelope  with  its  inclosure 
were  not  delivered  with  the  other  letters  by  the  prisoner  Frederick 
West,  who  denied  all  knowledge  of  the  same. 

The  prisoner  Frederick  West  subsequently  paid  to  various  per- 
sons several  of  the  said  notes,  and  the  prisoner  Elizabeth  West  paid 
away  one  of  the  said  notes. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  against  the  prisoner,  Frederick  West, 
of  guilty  of  stealing  the  said  notes,  and  against  the  prisoner  Eliza- 
beth West,  of  guilty  of  receiving  one  of  the  said  notes  knowing  it 
to  be  stolen. 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  Frederick  West  that 
he  could  not  be  convicted,  inasmuch  as  the  indictment  charged 
him  with  stealing  ^' money,"  and  although  the  statute  14  &  15 
Vict,  c  100,  s.  18,  enacts  "that  in  every  indictment  in  which  it 
shall  be  necessary  to  make  an  averment  as  to  any  money  or  any 
note  of  the  Bank  of  England,  or  any  other  bank,  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  describe  such  money  or  bank-notes  simply  as  money," 
yet,  as  the  notes  were  not  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  stealing  in 
circulation  for  value,  but  were  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers  them- 
selves, or  in  the  course  of  transmission  from  one  branch  of  the 
bank  to  another  branch  of  the  bank,  they  were  not  in  fact  bank- 
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Botes  (that  is,  promissory  notes  to  pay)}  and  not  being  bank-notes 

they  conld  not  under  the  statute  be  designated  by  the  substituted       wkst. 

description  of  money. 

It  was  submitted,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  Elizabeth  West,  that        

if  the  prisoner  Frederick  West  was  not  properly  convicted  of    Larceny^ 
stealing  the  notes,  the  count  against  her  for  receiving  one  of  such  Bank  notes  not 
notes  knowing  it  to  be  stolen  must  fail,  and  that  she  ought  not  to  "•  «««^«on« 
be  convicted. 

Judgment  on  the  convictions  against  both  prisoners  was  post- 
poned}  and  they  were  both  remanded  to  prison  until  the  question 
shall  have  been  decided.  The  opinion  of  the  court  is  prayed 
whether  upon  this  verdict  judgment  ought  to  be  given  against 
both  or  eitner  of  the  prisoners. 

J.  H.  MillSf  for  the  Crown,  referred  to  jB.  v.  Ransouy  2  Leach, 
1090;  R&K232. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  all  think  that  the  conviction  is  good. 

Conviction  affirmed,  (a) 

(a)  In  Banton^s  case  the  piisonerwas  charged  with  secreting  a  letter,  containing  a  promts- 
fiorjr  note.  The  note  was  a  bank  note,  which  had  been  paid  to  the  holder,  and  had  not  been 
named;  and  the  judges  thought  that  it  might  be  properly  described  as  a  promissorj  note. 
Bat  in  the  more  recent  case  of  R,  t.  Vyse^  1  Moo.  G.  C.  2 1 8,  some  of  the  judges  doubted  whether 
bank-notes,  which  had  been  paid  in  London,  and  were  in  the  poesession  of  a  partner  of  the 
firan,  who  was  taking  them  into  the  country  to  be  reissued  when  they  were  stolen,  were 
ninable  securities  within  the  meamng  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  e.  29,  s.  5.  In  that  case  the 
flBoriction  was  sustained  upon  a  count,  charging  him  with  having  receiyed  certain  pieces  of 
itamped  paper,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  prosecutor. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  15,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Erle,  and  Willes,  JJ.,  Bramwell 

and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  w.  Gbeen.  (a) 

IKea  of  autrefois  aequk  to  indictment  for  larceny^  the  former  acquittal 
having  taken  place  on  the  ground  thai  the  property  was  laid  in  the 
wrong  person. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  larceny  it  appeared  that  the  goods 
were  stolen  from  a  staU  in  a  market  at  a  time  when  the  owner  of  the 
stcUl  had  left  it  temporarily  in  charge  of  his  son^  a  boy  of  fourteen 
years  old,  who  lived  with  his  father  and  worked  for  him*  The  property 
was  laid  in  the  son^  and  on  that  account  an  acquittal  was  directed^ 
and  another  billy  laying  the  property  in  the  father^  found  by  the  grand 
j^ry : 

Held,  that  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  to  that  second  indictment  could  not 
be  sustained, 

THIS  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  October  Sessions  for  the 
borough  of  Bury  St.  Edmunds  for  stealing  two  pairs  of 
women's  boots,  the  property  of  Rowland  Britton.  Rowland  Brit- 
ton  was  the  son  of  John  Britton,  to  whom  the  boots  belonged, 
both  of  whom  were  examined  as  witnesses  before  the  grand  jury. 

The  mistake  in  the  ownersliip  being  discovered  before  the  grand 
jury  were  discharged,  an  acquittal  was  taken  on  this  indictment, 
and  a  fresh  bill  sent  up  describing  the  boots  as  the  property  of 
John  Britton.  The  grand  jury  having  found  their  bill,  the 
prisoner  pleaded  the  following  plea  of  autrefois  acquit: — 

«  Borough  of  Bury  St  Edmunds,  20th  October,  1  S5i}.—Regina 
V.  Susannah  Green, — And  the  said  Susannah  Green,  in  her  own 
proper  person,  cometh  into  court  here,  and  having  heard  the  said 
indictment  read,  saith  that  our  said  lady  the  Queen  ought  not 
further  to  prosecute  the  said  indictment  against  the  said  Susannah 
Green,  because  she  saith  that  heretofore^  to  wit,  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  at  Bury  St.  Edmund's,  in 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  BittlestoW)  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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and  for  the  Borough  of  Bury  St.  Edmund's,  she,  the  said  Susannah        Rr^* 
Green,  was  lawfully  acquitted  of  the  said  offence  charged  in  the      q^^^, 

said  indictment ;  and  this  the  said  Susannah  Green  is  ready  to  •    

▼erify.    Wherefore  she  prays  judgment,  and  that,  by  the  court        1856. 
here,  she  may  be  dismissed  and  discharged  from  the  said  premises     /^^Ji^^Z^ 
in  the  said  indictment  specified.     And  as  to  the  felony  and  larceny  Autrejbuaoqmt 
of  which  the  said  Susannah  Green  now  stands  indicted,  she^  the  —Miadeacrip- 
said  Susannah  Green,  saith,  that  she  is  not  guilty  thereof,  and  of  ^^<lfP^P^' 
this  the  said  Susannah  Green  puts  herself  upon  the  country. 

"David  Poweb." 

Rowland  Britton  was  then  called  and  examined  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner.  He  said  he  had  made  no  charge  of  stealing  any 
goods  of  his  own.  That  the  boots  stolen  were  the  property  of 
his  father.  That  up  to  one  o'clock  of  the  day  in  question  he  had 
worked  at  the  shop ;  that  he  then  succeeded  his  father  in  charge 
of  the  stall  from  whence  the  goods  were  stolen,  while  he  was  so 
in  charge,  his  father  returning  home.  That  he  was  fourteen  years 
of  age ;  lived  with  his  father ;  worked  for  him,  assisted  him  in 
his  business,  and  obeyed  his  orders.  That  his  father  supported 
him,  but  paid  him  no  wages. 

On  this  evidence,  it  was  contended  by  the  prisoner's  counsel : 
first,  that  Rowland  Britton  was  a  bailee  of  the  goods ;  that  they 
had  been  correctly  described,  therefore,  in  the  first  indictment,  as 
his  property.  That  the  prisoner  had  therefore  been  in  jeopardy 
on  the  first  indictment,  and  was  entitled  to  be  acquitted.  Secondly, 
that  if  the  goods  were  not  correctly  described  as  Bowland  Brit- 
ton's,  that  the  indictment  was  amendable  under  14  &  15  Vict, 
c.  icio,  and  that  the  prisoner  ought  not  therefore  to  be  placed  a 
second  time  upon  her  trial  for  what  was  in  fact  but  one  offence. 

The  Recoraer  held,  that  Britton  was  not,  under  the  circum* 
stances,  a  bailee,  and  that  whether  the  indictment  was  amendable 
or  not  (he  thought  not,  as  there  appeared  by  the  names  indorsed 
OD  the  back  of  the  indictment  to  be  a  Bowland  Britton  as  well  as 
a  John  Britton,  and  that  the  grand  jury  had  found  the  goods  to 
belong  to  the  former),  no  amendment  having  been  made,  the 
prisoner  could  not  ever  have  been  convicted  on  the  first  indict- 
ment upon  the  evidence  produced  on  the  second,  and  that  she  had 
not  therefore  been  in  jeopardy. 

The  jury,  however,  under  his  advice,  found  a  special  verdict, 
that  the  goods  in  question  were  the  property  of  John  Britton,  and 
were  the  «ame  as  those  described  in  the  first  indictment  as  the 
property  of  Bowland  Britton,  and  that  there  was  but  one  and  the 
same  act  of  larceny. 

He  thereupon  directed  a  verdict  upon  this  plea  to  be  entered 
for  the  Crown.  The  prisoner  then  pleaded  over  not  guilty,  was 
convicted  and  sentenced  to  nine  months  imprisonment  and  hard 
labour. 

Power  for  the  prisoner. — The  prisoner  was  in  jeopardy  of  a 
conviction  upon  the  first  indictment,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to 
plead  autrefois  acquit     The  property  was  well  laid  in  the  son,  for 
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^^'        he  had  charge  of  the  etal],  and  was  a  bailee  of  the  goods,  which 
Grben.      were  entrusted  to  him.  for  safe  keeping :  (jR.  v.  Taylor,  1  Leach, 

•  356 ;  R.  V.  StcUham,  ib.)     The  case  of  R.  v.  Ashley^  1  Car.  &  K. 

]^'        198,   is  distinguishable.      At  all   events,  if   the  property   was 
Larcwjf-^     wrongly  laid,   the  indictment  might  and  ought  to   have  been 
Aiure/oitacg^9,meiided  Under  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  sect.  1. 
—Mudeicnp-      jf^  counscl  was  instructed  for  the  prosecution. 

of  property,     Pqllock,  C.  B. — Wc  all  think  the  conviction  right  and  the 
plea  not  proved. 

Erle,  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  goods  remained  all 
the  time  in  the  father's  possession,  and  could  not  be  properly 
described  as  the  goods  of  the  son.  I  also  think  that,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  plea,  we  must  look  to  the  acquittal  which  took  place 
upon  the  indictment  in  its  actual  state,  and  not  in  the  state  to 
wnich  the  judge  might  have  amended  it.  He  was  not  bound  to 
amend,  and  the  prisoner  was  therefore  acquitted  upon  an  indict* 
ment  upon  which  she  was  never  in  peril  of  a  conviction. 

WiLLEB,  J.,  and  Bramwell  and  Watson,  BB.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmedL 


CRIMINAL  LAW  CASES.  189 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  22,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  JJ., 
Bbamwell  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Spencer,  (a) 

7  WUL   4^1  Vict   e.  89,  s.  \(y— Setting  fire  to  stack  of  grainr— 

Flax. 

Flax  with  tJie  seed  in  it  is  grain  within  the  meaning  of  stat  7  WUL 
4  ^  1  Vict.  c.  89,  *.  10. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Bramwell,  B.  : — 
The  prisoners  were  indicted  and  convicted  before  me  at  the 
last  assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  on  an  indictment  founded  on 
the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  10,  which  charged  them  with 
nnlawfully  and  maliciously  setting  fire  to  a  stack  of  grain. 

The  stack  in  question  was  of  the  flax  plant,  with  the  seed  or 
grain  in  it. 

The  jury  found  that  the  flax  seed  is  a  grain. 

Entertaining  doubts  whether  the  stack  was  a  stack  of  grain 
within  the  act  of  Parliament,  I  reserved  the  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal.  The  prisoners 
were  not  sentenced. 

No  counsel  appeared. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  conviction  must  be  aflSrmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  BrrrLEsrON,  £;iq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
November  22,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  JJ., 
Bramwell  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Wilson,  {a) 

Administering  poison  with  intent  to  procure  abortion — Causing  to  be 

taken. 

If  A,  procures  poison  and  delivers  it  to  B.y  both  intending  that  B,  should 
take  it  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  abortion^  and  B.  afterwards  takes 
it  with  that  intent  in  the  absence  of  A. : 

Held  that  A*  may  be  convicted  under  the  statute  1  Vict,  c.  86,  s,  6,  of 
causing  it  to  be  taken, 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  Coleridge,  J. : — 
The  prisoner,  Harriet  Wilson,  was  tried  before  me  at  the 
Hertford  Spring  Assizes,  upon  an  indictment  framed  on  the  Ist 
Vict.  c.  85,  s.  6,  for  unlawfully  administering  to  "  and  causing  to 
be  taken  "  by  one  Emma  Cheney  certain  poison  (in  the  2nd  count 
stated  to  be  a  certain  poisonous  thing),  with  intent  to  procure  her 
miscarriage. 

It  was  proved  that  Emma  Cheney,  being  and  believing  herself 
to  be  pregnant,  applied  to  the  prisoner  to  get  her  something  to 
procure  miscarriage.  The  prisoner  asked  her  for  2«.,  and  promised 
she  would.  She  accordingly  purchased  some  preparation  of  mercury, 
which  she  gave  to  her,  directing  her  to  take  one-half  of  the 
quantity  in  gin.  Emma  Cheney  accordingly,  some  little  time 
after,  and  not  in  the  prisoner's  presence,  procured  the  gin  and 
took  the  dose,  which,  in  a  few  days,  produced  miscarriage,  and 
made  her  so  ill  as  to  bring  her  life  into  danger.  The  jury  found 
these  facts,  and  that  the  mercury  was  both  given  to  Emma  Cheney 
by  the  prisoner  and  taken  by  her  with  intent  to  procure  the  mis- 
carriage. I  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  this  finding,  but, 
doubting  whether  the  charge  of  **  administering  "  or  '^  causing  to  be 
taken"  was  proved  on  this  evidence,  I  suspended  the  sentence  and 
bailed  the  prisoner;  and  I  now  desire  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on 
this  question. 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BrrxLTOTOif ,  Esq  ,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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This  case  was  originally  argued,  on  May    3rd,    before  Jee-        Keo. 
VIS,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,    Wightman,    Cresswell,    JJ.,    and     ^^^^^ 
Martin,  B.  ' 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner.  1856. 

Carrington^  for  the  prosecution.  —  This  indictment  is  framed  ^^^J"terw<7 
upon  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s-  6,  which  provides,  "  that  whosoever,  with  po%»<m. 
intent  to  procure  the  miscarriage  of  any  woman,  shall  unlawfully 
administer  to  her,  or  cause  to  be  taken  by  her,  any  poison  or  other 
noxious  thing,  &c.,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony ;"  and  the  prisoner 
committed  that  offence  by  delivering  the  drug  to  the  woman  with 
instraciions  how  she  should  take  it,  and  intending  that  she  should 
take  it,  and  that  it  should  produce  miscarriage. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  prisoner  was  not  present  when  it  was 
taken,  and,  though  she  gave  it  to  the  woman,  the  latter  was  at 
full  liberty  to  take  it  or  not,  as  she  pleased.  The  difficulty  is  that 
this  statute  does  not  make  the  taking  by  the  woman  an  offence ; 
and  the  prisoner  therefore  is  not  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  and 
can  only  be  convicted  if  she  administered  or  caused  to  be  taken. 

Carrinffton. —  Vavx*8  case^  4  Rep.  44ft,  is  in  point.  There  the 
prisoner  bad  persuaded  another  to  take  poison,  and,  though  he  was 
not  present  when  it  was  taken,  and  the  man  who  took  it  did  not 
know  that  it  was  poison,  he  was  convicted  of  murder  as  a 
principal. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — Is  there  any  offence  if  the  woman  know  what 
fihe  is  taking  and  consents. 

Carrington  — The  statute  seems  to  assume  the  consent  of  the 
woman ;  and  is  directed  against  those  who  assist  her  in  accom- 
plishing the  object  of  both. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — Probably  that  is  so ;  for  the  section  includes 
the  use  of  instruments  as  well  as  the  administration  of  poison,  and 
the  former  could  not  be  without  consent. 

Carrington. — A  person,  who  supplies  another  with  poison  for 
the  purpose  of  his  taking  it,  may  be  said  to  administer  it ;  or,  at 
all  events,  he  causes  it  to  be  taken.  R.  v.  Cadman^ib)  1  Moo.  C.  C. 
114;  R.  v.  Harleyy  4  Car.  &  P.  369. 

Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to  R.  v.  WilUams,  1  Den.  39. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

In  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  late  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  the  case  was  ordered  to  be  re-argued. 

Carrington  now  appeared  for  the  prosecution. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  need  not  trouble  you.  We  are  all  of 
opinion  that  there  was,  in  this  case,  a  causing  to  be  taken,  and  the 
conviction  therefore  is  right. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

In  R.  ▼.  Cadman,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  gave  the  prosecutrix  a  cake,  containing 
peisaQ,  and  that  she  put  it  into  her  month,  and  spat  it  out  again.  It  was  held  that  the  mere 
Wraiy  bj  the  defendant  to  the  proeecntrix  was  not  snfBcient  to  constitute  an  administering. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  22,    1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Wightman,  Williams,  and  Willes, 

JJ.,  and  Watbon,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Mainwabing.  (a) 

Bigamy — Marriage  in  Wesleyan  chapel — Proof  of  validity. 

Upon  a  trial  for  bigamy y  it  was  proved  by  a  witness  who  was  ptesent,  that 
^  first  marriage  took  place  in  a  Wesley  an  chapel  in  the  presence  of 
the  registrar  of  the  district;  and  an  examined  copy  of  the  entry  in  the 
register  book  of  marriages,  kept  at  the  office  of  the  superintendent 
registrar  of  the  district,  was  also  produced  and  proved,  A  document 
purporting  to  be  a  certificate  by  the  superintendent  registrar  of  the 
fact  that  the  chapel  had  been  dtdy  registered,  was  also  produced  by  a 
witness  who  stated  that  he  saw  the  register  book,  and  that  it  was 
correctly  extracted. 

Held,  by  Pollock,  C.B.,  that  the  certificate  so  proved  was  admissible 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  registration,  as  being  an  examined  copy  of  an 
entry  in  the  register;  and  by  the  rest  of  the  court,  that  even  if  that 
certificate  was  inadmissible,  there  was  evidence  of  a  valid  marriage, 
as  the  court  must  presume,  from  the  facts  proved,  that  the  chapel  was 
duly  registered, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Wightman,  J.  : 
The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Staffordshire 
Assizes  for  bigamy ;  he  having,  as  it  was  alleged,  on  the  23rd  of 
July,  1848,  married  one  Eliza  Goodman,  in  a  Wesleyan  chapel 
duly  licensed  for  marriages,  and  afterwards,  and  in  her  lifetime, 
married  one  Elizabeth  Outley  on  the  25th  of  December,  1855. 

To  prove  the  first  marriage  a  witness  was  called,  who  stated 
that  he  was  present  at  the  marriage  of  the  prisoner  with  Eliza 
Goodman,  at  the  Wesleyan  chapel  at  Dunstable,  on  the  2.3rd  of 
July,  1848,  and  signed  the  register  as  a  witness,  and  that  they 
lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for  two  or  three  years. 

A  witness  was  then  called,  who  proved  that  a  certificate,  of 
'which  a  copy  is  annexed,  marked  A.,  was  examined  by  him,  with 
the  register  book  kept  at  the  office  of  the  superintending  registrar, 
at  the  union  workhouse  at  Luton,  Dunstable,  being  within  the 
district  of  Luton,  and  that  it  was  correct,  and  that  it  was  signed 
by  the  superintending  registrar  of  the  district. 

The  same  witness  stated,  that  he  examined  another  certificate, 
which  he  received  from  the  superintending  registrar  (a  copy  of 
which,  marked  B.,  is  also  annexed),  with  the  register  book  at  his 

(a)  Bepo:  ted  by  A.  BiTTi.BSit)N,  Esq ,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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office,  and  that  it  is  correctly  extracted,  and  that  it  was  signed  by 
the  superintending  registrar  of  the  district,  from  whom  he  received 
it  in  his  presence. 

The  same  witness  also  produced  another  document  (a  copy  of 
which,  marked  C,  is  also  annexed),  which  he  received  from  the  „.  _ 
superintending  registrar,  and  which  he  signed  in  his  presence,  and  EmdoMe  of 
which  he  said  he  examined  with  the  register  at  his  office,  and  marriage  in 
found  that  it  was  correctly  extracted.  ^^^ 

The  reception  of  these  documents  in  evidence  was  objected  to 
by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  on  the  ground  that  certificates  were  not 
admissible  at  all  to  show  a  marriage  in  a  Wesleyan  chapel,  or 
that  it  was  a  place  in  which  marriages  could  be  legally  solemnized, 
or  that,  if  admissible,  they  must  be  authenticated  by  the  official 
seal  of  the  registrar,  and  not  under  hand  only ;  and  the  following 
sUtutes  were  referred  to :— 6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85 ;  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c  86;  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  22;  3  &  4  Vict  c.  92;  8  &  9  Vict. 
C.113;  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  119;  U  &  15  Vict,  c  99. 

As  the  case,  as  it  appeared  at  the  trial,  was  one  of  great  a^ra- 
vation,  and  the  objection  was  to  the  mode  of  proof  involving 
points  of  considerable  nicety  and  importance,  as  regarded  the 
sufficiency  of  documentary  evidence  of  marriages  in  licensed  Dis- 
senting chapels,  I  admitted  the  documents,  and  allowed  the  case 
to  proceed,  upon  the  assumption  that  there  was  evidence  of  the 
legality  of  the  prior  marriage ;  and  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  before-mentioned  documents, 
marked  respectively  A.,  B.,  and  C,  or  any  of  them,  were  receivable 
in  evidence,  and  if  any  of  them  were,  whether  such  document  or 
documents  so  admissible,  with  the  evidence  of  the  witness  present 
at  the  alleged  marriage  at  Dunstable,  as  before  stated,  afforded 
evidence  of  the  prior  marriage  sufficient  to  sustain  the  conviction. 

(A.) 

Bwk  Now  1,  Page  S5.  CERTIFICATE  OF  MARRIAGE. 

l$4g.   Uaniage  solemnized  io  the  Weelejan  Chapel,  Donstable,  in  the  District  of  Lnton,  in  the  Counties  of 

Bedford  and  Hertford. 


Ki 


Ivried. 


Name 

and 

Surname. 


•*      Tveoiy. 


Henry      Man- 
wartni^ 

Eliza  Goodman 


Age. 

Condition. 

Rank 

or 

Profession. 

Residence 

at  the 

time  of 

Uarrlagei 

22  yean.. 
21  years'.. 

Bachelor.. 
Spinster .. 

Painter  .. 

Dnnttable 
DnnstaUe 

Father's  Name 

and 

Samamei 


Henry      Man- 
wartng. 

Joseph    Good- 
man. 


Rank  or 

Profei«lon 

of 

Father. 


Painter. 
Carpenter. 


Harried  in  the  Wesleyan  Chapel  according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Wesleyan  Methoduits. 


Tiii  Mamij^e  ^  Henry  Manwaring. 

^iob]oized> 

^'^*«w  u      )  Eliza  Goodman. 


VOL  VII. 


In     the^  Thomas  Wallis. 

presence  V 

of  ns      3  William  Bunn. 


By  me,  Wright  Sborelton. 

William  Alfred  Sootham, 

Registrur. 

I  certify  the  above  to  be  a  correct  copy,  Thos.  Erskine  Anstin,  Registrar. 

Luton,  March  7th,  1856,  T.  E,  A. 
O 
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Rw3.  (B.) 

^-  The  undersigned,  Thomas  Erskine  Austin,  Superintendent  Begistrar  of  the  District  of 

MAiNWARnio.  Luton,  in  the  counties  of  Bedford  and  Hertford,  do  hereby  certify,  Thnt  the  Wesleyan  Chapd 
situate  at  Dunstable,  in  the  county  of  Bedford,  was  duly  registered  for  the  8blemniuti<Ai  of 
marriages  therein,  pursuant  to  the  Act  6  &  7  Will.  4,  o.  85,  on  the  28th  day  of  NoTeiuber, 
in  the  year  1845. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  29th  day  of  March,  1856, 

Thos.  Erskine  Austin,  Superintendent  fiegistrar. 


1856. 


Bigamy — 
Evidence  of 
marriage  m 

diiseiUing 
ehopeL 


Henry  Man  waring  and  Eliza  Goodman  wore  married,  after  notice  at  the  Board  of  Goardians 
of  the  Luton  Union,  without  licence. 

Thos.  Erhkine  Austin, 
Luton,  26  March,  1856. 

G.  Browne^  for  the  prisouer. — If  any  one  of  the  documents  was 
inadraissibley  the  conviction  should  be  quashed ;  because  It  is  im- 

Eossible  to  say  to  what  extent  the  jury  may  have  been  influenced 
y  the  inadmissible  document 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  —  No;  the  question  is,  whether  there  was 
sufficient  legal  evidence  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  first 
marriage  was  valid. 

G.  Browne. — Then,  first,  document  A.  was  inadmissible.  It  was 
not  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  register  office,  as  required  by 
B.  38  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  86,  and  is  therefore  not  rendered  admis- 
sible by  that  section.  Nor  is  it  admissible  under  the  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1,  or  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  14  ;  for  the  former  act 
only  gets  rid  of  the  necessity  of  proving  the  seal  or  the  official 
character  of  the  person  signing  the  document,  if  upon  the  face  of 
it  it  purports  to  be  properly  sealed  and  signed;  and  the  latter 
applies  only  to  documents  with  respect  to  which  "no  statute 
exists  which  renders  their  contents  provable  by  means  of  a  copy." 
The  statutes  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  cc.  85  and  86,  are  very  explicit  in 
the  instructions  which  they  give.  By  s.  23  of  c.  85,  the  registrar 
is  required  to  register  every  marriage  solemnized  in  his  presence 
in  a  marriage  register  book  to  be  furnished  to  him  for  that  pur- 
pose from  time  to  time  by  the  registrar-general,  according  to  the 
form  provided  by  c.  86 ;  and  then  s.  38  of  c.  86,  provides  for  the 
admission  of  sealed  and  certified  copies  of  entries,  but  expressly 
enacts  "  that  no  certified  copy  purporting  to  be  given  in  the  said 
office  shall  be  of  any  force  or  enect  which  is  not  sealed  or  stamped 
as  aforesaid." 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — But  the  document  A.  was  an  examined  copy, 
and  the  certificate  therefore  was  not  required. 

Williams,  J. — If  by  these  statutes,  a  marriage  in'a  Dissenting 
chapel  is  put  on  the  same  footing  as  a  marriage  in  the  Church  of 
England,  then  the  evidence  of  any  person  who  was  present  when 
the  ceremony  took  place  is  sufficient,  (b) 

Pollock,  C.  B.—  The  document  can  do  no  harm,  if  there  is 
evidence  enough  without  it. 

G.  Browne. — That  is  another  point  in  the  case,  viz.,  that,  even 
if  admissible,  it  proves  no  more  than  the  witness  proved,  viz.  the 
fact  that  a  ceremony  took  place.     It  does  not  tend  in  any  degree  to 

(6)  Soi  sect.  35  of  C  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85. 
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show  that  the  chapel  in  which  it  took  place  was  properly  registered        Rho* 
for  the  BolemDization  of  marriages.  Maihwariho. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  —  There  was  the  fact  that  the  registrar  was        

present  at  the  marriage,  and  that  should  be  added  to  the  case,  (c)  185«. 

G.  Browne. — That  fact  does  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
proving  that  all  things  were  done  to  render  this  a  valid  marriage. 
And  there  was  no  proof  that  the  books  were  in  the  proper  custody. 
Document  A.  was  examined  at  the  office  of  the  superintendent 
r^strar,  though  he  certifies  as  registrar  only;  and  until  the 
registry  books  are  filled,  the  registrar,  and  not  the  superintendent 
registrar,  ought  to  have  the  custody  of  them :  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  86, 
8.  32.)     Secondly,  document  B.,  which  was  given  in  evidence  to 

{rove  that  the  chapel  was  duly  registered,  was  also  inadmissible. 
1 18  a  certificate  of  the  fact,  not  a  certified  copy  of  any  entry  in 
any  book ;  and  there  is  no  statute  which  renders  it  the  duty  of  the 
superintendent  registrar  to  make  any  such  entry  or  issue  any  such 
certificate.  The  mode  of  obtaining  registration  is  by  delivering  to 
the  superintendent  registrar  a  certificate  signed  in  duplicate  by 
twenty  householders,  that  the  building  has  been  used  for  a  year  as 
their  usaal  place  of  religious  worship,  and  that  they  desire  it  to  be 
registered  for  the  solemnization  of  marriages ;  which  certificates 
are  forwarded  to  the  registrar-general,  who  is  thereupon  required  to 
^  register  such  building  accordingly  in  a  book  to  be  kept  for  that 
purpose  at  the  general  register  office "  in  London.  The  date  of 
the  registry  is  indorsed  on  the  two  certificates  by  the  registrar- 
general,  who  keeps  one  with  the  records  of  his  ofiice  and  returns 
the  other  to  the  superintendent  registrar  to  be  kept  in  his  office. 
The  superintendent  registrar  is  also  required  to  ^^  enter  the  date 
of  the  registry  of  such  building  in  a  book  to  be  furnished  to  him 
for  that  purpose  by  the  registrar-general :"  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85, 
8. 18.)  All,  therefore,  that  should  appear  in  the  superintendent's 
book  is  the  date  of  registry.  The  registration  itself  is  in  the  book 
of  the  registrar-general  in  London,  and  the  proper  evidence  of  it 
is  a  duly  sealed  and  certified  extract  of  the  entry  in  that  book, 
which  might  easily  have  been  procured. 

WiGHTMAK,  J. — It  would  havo  been  a  felony  to  solemnize  a 
marriage  in  this  building,  if  it  had  not  been  duly  registered ;  and 
everything  was  done  which  would  have  been  done  if  this  were  a 
registered  building. 

G,  Browne. — Still  the  conviction  of  a  prisoner  ought  not  to 
depend  upon  presumptions,  especially  as  to  a  matter  which  is 
easily  capable  of  legal  proof. 

WiLLES,  J. — But  are  we  not  equally  bound  not  to  presume 
guilt  in  the  person  solemnizing  the  marringe  ?  The  general  rule 
in  such  a  matter  would  be  omnia  prassumuntur  rite  esse  acta ;  and 
the  only  reason  for  not  applying  it  is  that  the  guilt  of  a  prisoner 
id  not  to  be  presumed ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  presumption 
of  the  prisoner's  innocence  is  not  stronger  than  that  of  the  inno* 
ceoce  of  the  person  solemnizing  the  marriage. 

{e)  The  cue  was  amended  daring  the  ai^gament  by  the  addit'on  of  that  8toieiM.ir. 

O   2 
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Bkq.  G.  Brovme. — R.  v.  Bowen  (2  Car.  &  El  227),  is  an  authority 

Ma   w    ih     ^°  favour  of  the  prisoner.     In  that  case  the  marriage  having  been  * 

'  solemnized  in  a  chapel,  Piatt,  B.  held  it  necessary  to  show  either 

1856.        that  the  chapel  was  one  in  which  banns  had  been  usually  pub- 

mlm  —    ^^^^^  before  2%  Geo.  3,  c.  33,  or  that  the  chapel  was  built  and 

JCvfdence  of  consecrated  after  that  act,  and  before  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92 ;  and  that 

marriage  in    proof  that  marriages  had  been  solemnized  there  for  the  last  twenty 

^'diT^^lf     ys^rs  was  not  sufficient  for  that  purpose.     In  the  present  case 

there  was  not  even  evidence  of  a  general  practice  of  solemnizing 

marriages  in  this  chapel. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — 1  think  there  was  some  evidence  of  one  other 
marriage  being  solemnized  there. 

G,  Brotvne. — No  presumption  could  be  founded  upon  a  single 
instance,  even  if^  contrary  to  B.  v.  BoweUf  a  general  practice 
would  be  sufficient. 

Williams,  J. — I  can  recollect  attempts  being  made  to  prove 
extracts  of  marriage  registers  in  Wales,  where  the  ceremony  had 
taken  place  in  unauthorized  chapels,  and  the  evidence  was  re- 
jected ;  but  then  it  was  assumed  that  the  marriages  were  illegal. 

Browne. — In  Catherwood  v.  Caslon  (13  M.  &  W.261),  the  mere 
belief  of  the  parties  that  they  were  celebrating  a  lawful  and  formal 
marriage  was  considered  insufficient  in  an  action  of  crim.  con. 

Wjlles,  J.— That  turned  upon  B.  v.  Millis  (10  CI.  &  F. 
534),  which  I  never  should  consider  a  binding  authority. 

Brovme. — At  all  events  it  would  be  against  both  principle  and 
authority  to  call  upon  the  prisoner  to  prove  a  negative :  (2  Taylor 
on  Evidence,  1059.) 

WiGHTMAN,  J, — But  the  question  is  whether  there  is  not 
prima  facie  evidence  of  its  having  been  once  registered. 

Browne. — Lastly,  as  to  document  C.,  there  is  no  authority  for 
making  or  certifying  any  such  entry. 

M^Mahon  for  the  prosecution. — It  was  quite  enough  to  prove  the 
marrii^e,  in  fact,  tFie  presence  of  the  registrar,  and  certificate  A. 
Upon  that  evidence  there  was  a  good  prima  facie  case ;  and  the 
burthen  of  showing  that  the  building  was  not  duly  registered  was 
thrown  upon  the  prisoner.  Section  38  of  statute  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  85,  imposes  the  penalties  of  peijury  upon  any  one  signing  any 
false  certificate  required  by  that  act;  and  section  39  makes  it 
felony  to  solemnize  marriages  in  an  unre^stered  chapel.  Section 
35  also  provides,  that  every  marriage  solemnized  under  that  act 
should  be  good  and  cognizable,  in  like  manner  as  marriages  before 
the  passing  of  that  act,  according  to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of 
England.  In  truth,  if  the  argument  on  the  other  side  were 
correct,  in  order  to  prove  a  marriage  in  a  Church  of  England 
chapel  licensed  under  that  act,  it  would  be  necessary  to  procure 
a  copy  of  the  register  in  London;  for  by  section  34  all  such 
chapels  are  to  be  registered  in  the  office  in  London.  The  docu- 
ment A.  was  not  tendered  as  a  certified  copy  under  section  38  of 
c.  86 ;  but  was  offered  in  evidence  as  an  examined  copy  of  the 
register  of  marriages,  which  is  a  public  official  record,  required  by 
the  statute  to  be  kept ;  and  the  insertion  in  which  of  any  false  entry 
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»  made  felony  by  section  43.  The  presumption,  therefore,  that 
all  has  been  rightly  done  applies  most  strongly  in  this  case. 
Then,  as  to  document  B.,  though  it  is  worded  as  a  certificate  of  a 
fact,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  of  the  witness  that  it  is  in 
substance  a  correct  extract  from  the  register  of  buildings  in  which 
marriages  may  be  lawfully  performed^ 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  must  say  that  1  cannot  see  what  more 
evidence  can  be  required  than  was  given  here.  Where  is  the 
proof  to  be^n  ?  Must  the  certificate  of  the  twenty  householders 
be  produced  ?     Suppose  the  registrar  himself  had  been  called  and 

{roduced  the  book,  and  stated  that  the  building  was  registered, 
suppose  it  would  not  have  been  said  that  that  was  insufficient. 
Then,  instead  of  that,  we  have  a  witness  who  examined  the  book 
in  the  register  office,  and  says  that  the  certificate  is  correctly 
extracted.  Surely  the  correct  extract  is  not  made  worse  because 
it  is  also  certified  by  the  registrar. 

M'Mahon. — In  A  v.  Hawes  (1  Den.  C.  C.  270),  it  was  held, 
according  to  the  marginal  note,  that  '^on  an  indictment  for 
bigamy,  where  the  first  marriage  was  solemnized  under  the  pro- 
visions of  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  85,  the  certificate  authorized  by  that 
act,  and  by  section  38  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  86,  coupled  with  the 
identity  of  the  parties,  was  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence  of  such 
marriage  ;^'  and  when  the  facts  of  that  case  are  looked  at,  the 
decision  of  the  court  appears  even  more  strongly  to  uphold  this 
eooviction.  To  prove  marriages  in  a  church,  it  was  now  necessary 
to  give  evidence  of  licence  or  publication  of  banns  (B:  v.  Allison^ 
Russ,  &  Ry.  109;  R.  v.  James,  ib.  17);  and  the  same  principle 
applies  to  marriages  in  chapels  since  the  passing  of  those  statutes. 
The  marriage  in  fact,  and  the  presence  of  the  registrar  are  suf- 
ficient to  raise  the  presumption  that  the  marriage  was  valid  until 
the  contrary  be  shown.     (He  was  stopped  by  the  court.) 

G.  Drou)ney  in  reply. — There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  the 
chapel  was  registered,  except  document  B. ;  and  that  is  not  a 
copy  of  anything.  It  certainly  cannot  be  a  copy  or  extract  of  the 
re^ster  itself,  because  that  is  in  London  and  not  at  Luton. 

Williams,  J. — Suppose  a  witness  had  said  "I  went  to  the 
registrar,  and  he  turned  to  a  book  and  said  it  was  registered,  and 
I  know  he  spoke  the  truth,  because  I  saw  the  entry." 

G.  Browne. — That  would  not  have  been  evidence.  The  entry 
could  only  be  proved  by  a  copy  purporting  to  be  a  certified  copy 
on  the  face  of  it:  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  14.) 

WiLLES,  J. — There  is  a  passage  in  Best  on  Evidence,  563, 
note  {h\  which  favours  your  argument.  Speaking  of  a  distinction 
between  public  and  private  documents,  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
secondary  evidence  which  may  be  given  of  their  contents,  he  says, 
**  At  first  sight  this  may  appear  at  variance  with  the  maxim  that 
Acre  are  no  degrees  in  secondary  evidence,  but  it  does  not  fall 
within  its  principle,  e.  g,,  a  party  wants  to  prove  the  contents  of  a 
frwate  document  in  the  poseeesion  of  his  adversary,  who  refuses  to 
produce  it,  and  for  this  purpose  calls  a  witness,  who  oiiVrs  to  state 
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Reo.        its  contents  from  memory.     How  unjust  would  it  be  if  the  oppo-^ 
jj^     "•  site  party  could  exclude  this  evidence,  by  showing  that  a  copy  of 

the  document  was  in  existence,  and  perhaps  even  made  the  day 

1856.        before  the  trial,  with  the  view  of  enabling  him  to  raise  the  objeo- 

jof  tion.    But  this  reasoning  cannot  apply  in  the  case  of  a  public  docu- 

SvidenoTof   mcnt  which  is  kept  in  a  known  place  where  every  one  may  inspect 

marriage  in    and  obtain  a  copy.'* 

^'^S^         ^-  Brotone  referred  also  to  1  Taylor  on  Evidence,  157. 

^  Pollock,  C.  B. — Considering  the  case  to  be  amended  by  inser- 

tion of  the  statement  that  the  registrar  was  present  at  the  marriage, 
the  only  other  matter  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  place  in 
which  the  marriage  was  solemnized  was  one  where  it  might  legally 
take  place.  To  prove  that,  document  B.  was  produced  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution.  That  is  a  certificate  under  the  hand  of 
the  superintendent  registrar,  perhaps  not  in  the  most  correct  form ; 
for,  on  the  face  of  it,  it  is  open  to  the  objection  taken  by  Mr. 
Browne  that  it  does  not  purport  to  be  a  certified  copy  or  extract, 
but  to  be  a  certificate  of  the  fact  that  the  chapel  was  registered* 
Now,  I  will  not  say  whether  that  is  a  good  or  a  bad  objection  to 
the  certificate  as  such ;  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  that,  because  a 
witness  was  called  who  stated  that  it  was  delivered  to  him  by  the 
superintendent  registrar,  that  he  examined  it  with  the  book  at  the 
registrar's  office,  and  that  it  is  correctly  extracted ;  which,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  can  mean  nothing  else  than  this,  that  he  found  in 
that  book  the  words :  ^^  the  Wesleyan  chapel,  situate  at  Dun- 
stable, in  the  county  of  Bedford,  was  duly  registered  for  the 
solemnization  of  marriaores  therein,  pursuant  to  the  act  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c  85,  on  the  28th  day  of  November,  1845."  The  docu- 
ment, therefore,  appears  to  me  to  be  an  examined  extract  from  the 
registrar's  book ;  and  it^  consequently,  proves  the  chapel  to  have 
been  duly  registered. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  confess  that  I  entertained  some  doubt  at  the 
trial  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  document  marked  B.,  and  I 
still  have  considerable  doubt  about  it ;  but,  independently  of  that 
document,  I  think  that  there  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  place 
having  been  duly  registered.  The  presence  of  the  registrar  at  the 
marriage,  the  manner  in  which  the  ceremony  was  dealt  with,  the 
entry  of  the  marriage  in  the  registrar's  book,  and  the  production 
of  the  extract  from  that  book  seemed  to  me  at  the  time  to  be  cir- 
cumstances which  afforded,  and  I  now  think  that  they  do  afibrd, 
primd  facie  evidence  that  this  chapel  was  a  duly  registered  place, 
more  particularly  as,  if  it  were  not,  all  the  parties  who  took  part 
in  the  proceeding  would  be  criminally  liable  for  doing  so.  At  the 
same  time  I  cannot  help  saying  that  it  is  very  unfortunate  that 
there  should  be  so  much  difficulty  in  discovering  a  ready  mode  of 
proving  marriages  contracted  in  Dissenting  chapels. 

^Williams,  J. — I  have  seen  no  reason  to  withdraw  from  the 
position  which  I  presented  to  the  learned  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
at  an  early  stage  of  the  argument.  This  marriage  took  place  in  a 
chapel  under  such  circumstances  that  the  person  who  was  present 
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and  professed  to  act  as  registrar  was  authorized  to  do  bo,  if  the        ^^^' 

chapel  was  duly  registered  ;  but  if  the  chapel  was  not  registered,  maihwariho, 

it  would    have  been  illegal  for  him  so  to  act;  and,  it  seems  to 

me  that   we    must   presume  that  his   conduct   was  legal;    and, 

that,   in  such  a   case,  no  more  evidence  is  necessary  to  prove 

the  validity  of  the  marriage  than  is  required  when  parties  come  to 

the  parish  church  and  are  married  there.     It  is  unnecessary  to 

give  an  opinion  as  to  the  admissibility  of  document  B. ;  but  I 

must  protest,  for  myself,  against  the  soundness  of  the  notion  that, 

in  any  proceeding,  when  the  production  of  the  original  document 

may  be  dispensed  with,  the  parties  are  tied  down  to  any  particular 

mode  of  secondary  proof. 

WiLLES,  J. — There  seems  to  be  some  question  whether  the 
rale  that  there  are  no  degrees  in  secondary  evidence  applies  to 
the  case  of  public  documents.  In  Mortimer  v.  APCallan  (6  M.  & 
W.  67),  Lord  Abinger,  referring  to  previous  decisions,  with 
respect  particularly  to  the  books  of  the  Bank  of  England,  lays  it 
down  as  established  law,  that  they,  *^  being  of  great  concernment 
to  the  whole  of  the  national  creditors,  the  removal  of  them  would 
be  so  inconvenient  that  copies  of  them  might  be  received  in 
evidence ;"  and  Baron  Alderson  uses  similar  language.  It  seems 
that  a  notion  certainly  has  existed  that,  as  to  public  documents 
not  removable,  they  ought  to  be  proved  by  a  copy ;  but  it  is  unne- 
cessary now  to  consider  whether  any  such  distinction  exists.  In 
this  case  I  apprehend  that  document  B.  is  a  copy,  and  an  examined 
copy;  and  it  is  a  mistake  to  treat  the  provision  of  14  &  15  Vict. 
c.  99,  as  more  than  cumulative.  Further,  I  think,  upon  the  other 
facts  proved,  the  performance  of  the  ceremony  in  the  presence  of 
the  proper  public  officer,  and  the  registration  of  the  marriage, 
there  is  evidence  (even  by  way  of  admission  on  his  part)  of  a  legal 
marriage,  {d) 

Watson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  I  do  not  found  my 
judgment  on  document  B.,  though  I  have  a  strong  opinion  that  it 
was  well  proved ;  but  I  found  it  on  this — that  a  witness  having 
proved  that  the  marriage  took  place  before  a  public  officer  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose,  and  that  it  was  duly  entered  in  the 
register,  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  everything  was  rightly 
done,  and  that,  consequently,  without  document  B.  there  was 
abundant  evidence  of  a  legal  marriage  in  a  legally  authorized 
place.  Conviction  affirmed,  (e) 

(d)  In  the  case  of  Henry  Wood,  tried  for  bigamy  at  Lincoln  during  the  winter  assize,  1856, 
vhere  the  first  marriage  took  place  in  a  Roman  Catholic  chapel,  Willes,  J.  referred  to  R,  t. 
Mauuoariaff^  as  a  decision,  that  no  farther  evidence  was  now  required  to  prove  a  marriage  in  a 
Hiwenthig  chapel  than  in  a  parish  chnrch. 

(e)  In  CaniuU  v.  Corley^  in  the  Privj  Council  (28  L.  T.109),  Dr.  Lushington  in  deliver- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  court,  said :  "  The  objection  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  is, 
that  the  marriage  did,  in  point  of  fact,  take  place  at  the  registrar's  office,  but  that  it  onght  to 
have  been  aUeged  in  the  pleadings  aad  proved  in  evidence,  that  it  took  plaoe  in  the  presence  of 
two  witnesses,  and  with  open  doors,  which  it  is  contended  neither  the  pleadings  nor  evidence 
diow  to  have  been  the  case.  We  must,  in  the  first  instance,  presume  that  when  a  marriage 
has  been  celebrated  in  the  presence  of  the  registrar  and  depnty-registrar,  unless  the  contrary 
appesn,  the  reqoiaites  of  the  statutes  have  been  complied  with,  and  we  must  see  whether 
there  b  any  evidence  to  rebut  that  presumption  of  law.** 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  15,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Erle  and  Willes,  JJ.,  Bramwell 

and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  r.  Moss,  {a) 

Cheating  at  cards — Stat.  8  §•  9  Vict,  c,  109 — Form  of  indictment — 

Averment  of  property. 

In  an  indictment  under  S  Sf  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  7,  for  cheating  at  cards,  it 

is  not  necessary  to  allege  whose  money  is  won  : 
Quiere,   whether  under  that  statute  it  is  tiecessary,  to  constitute  the 

offencCy  that  any  money  should  be  actually  obtained. 

AT  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Berks^  held  on  the 
30th  of  June  last^  \YiIIiam  Moss  was  indicted  under  the  7th 
section  of  the  act  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  which  section  is  as 
follows : — 

"  And  be  it  enacted  that  every  person  who  shall  by  any  fraud 
or  unlawful  device,  ill-practice  in  playing  at  or  with  cards,  dice, 
tables  or  other  games,  or  in  bearing  a  part  in  the  stakes,  wagers 
or  adventures,  or  in  the  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  them  that 
do  play,  or  in  wagering  on  the  event  of  any  game,  sport,  pastime, 
or  exercise,  win  from  any  other  person  to  himself  or  any  other  or 
others  any  sum  of  money  or  valuable  thing,  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  obtaining  such  money  or  valuable  thing  from  such  other  person 
by  a  false  pretence,  with  intent  to  cheat  or  defraud  such  person 
of  the  same,  and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  punished  ac- 
cordingly." 

The  indictment  was  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say — 
**  Berks,  to  wit. — The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon 
their  oath  present,  that  William  Moss,  on  the  9th  day  of  June,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1856,  by  fraud,  unlawful  device  and  ill- 
practice  in  playing  at  and  with  cards,  unlawfully  did  win  from  one 
Henry  Fitzgerald  Bernard  to  a  certain  person,  whose  name  is  to 
the  jurors  unknown,  a  certain  sum  of  money,  with  intent  to  cheat 
him,  the  said  Henry  Fitzgerald  Bernard,  to  the  evil  example  of 
all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  against  the  form  of  the  statute 

(a)  Beported  by  A.  Bittleston,  Esq.,  Barrister- at- LiTW. 
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in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady        ^^' 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity."  ^j^ 

The  jury,  upon  the  trial  of  the  ahove  indictment,  returned  a        

verdict  of  guilty  against  the  defendant,  whereupon  Mr.  Metcalfcj        ^^^6. 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  moved  the  court  in  arrest  of  judgment,  card^ating 
that  the  said  indictment  was  bad  for  not  alleging  that  the  money  — indictment, 
won  by  the  said  William  Moss  was  the  money  of  the  said  Henry 
Fitzgerald  Bernard ;  and  he  cited  the  case  of  Sill  v.  The  Queen 
(I  EIL  &  Bl.  553.)     The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  overruled  the 
said  objection,  but  reserved  the  point  on  the  validity  of  the  said 
indictment  for  the  consideration  of  this  honourable  court,  and  gave 
judgment  that   the  defendant  be  imprisoned  and  kept   to   hard 
labour  for  six  calendar  months,  but  they  respited  the  execution  of 
the  said  judgment  until  this  court  shall  have  decided  upon  the 
validity  of  the  said  indictment ;  and  they  discharged  the  defendant 
upon  recognizances  of  bail  conditioned  to  appear  and  render  him- 
self in  execution  if  this  honourable  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  above  judgment  be  affirmed. 

The  question  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether 
the  judgment  upon  the  said  conviction  shall  be  arrested  by  reason 
of  the  alleged  defect  in  the  said  indictment. 

Metcalfe  for  the  prisoner. — There  is  no  distinction  between  an 
indictment  under  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  7,  and  an  ordinary 
indictment  for  false  pretences,  so  far  as  the  point  in  question  is 
concerned ;  and  all  the  cases  show  that  an  mdictment  for  false 
pretences  is  bad  unless  it  avers  whose  property  was  obtained :  {Sill 
v.  The  Queen,  1  Ell.  &  Bl.  553;  R.  v.  Norton,  8  Car.  &  P.  196 ; 
R.  V.  Martiny  8  Ad.  &  EU.  481 ;  R.  v.  Marsh,  1  Den.  C.  C.  505.) 
The  same  rule  has  been  applied  even  to  indictments  for  conspiracy, 
where  the  conspiring  is  the  gist  of  the  offence  :  {R,  v.  Parher,  3 
Q.  B.  292.) 

Bramwell,  B. — But  the  offence  under  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  109,  s.  7,  is  not  the  actual  obtaining  of  any  specific  money  or 
chattel,  but  the  "  winning  "  of  money,  that  is  of  the  right  to  have 
money ;  that  is,  an  abstraction,  not  a  thing  in  nature,  with  regard 
to  which  you  may  say  whose  property  it  is. 

Erle,  J. — According  to  my  recollection  no  money  was  actually 
obtained  in  the  card-cheating  cases  at  Brighton. 

Metcalfe. — Since  Lord  Campbell's  Act  the  obtaining  of  specific 
coin  need  not  be  alleged  in  any  indictment,  but  the  property  must 
be  stated.  No  precedent  can  be  found  of  an  indictment  without 
each  an  averment,  and  unless  such  an  averment  is  required,  the 
prisoner  might  be  greatly  embarrassed  in  making  out  a  plea  of 
autrefois  acquit  or  convict ^  if  he  should  be  charged  a  second  time 
with  the  same  offence.  Another  reason  assigned  for  the  rule  is, 
that  without  the  averment  the  indictment  does  not  show  that  it 
was  not  the  prisoner's  own  money  that  was  obtained. 

WiLLES,  J. — That  could  hardly  be  so,  consistently  with  the 
other  averments  in  this  indictment. 
Mttcalfe. — At  all  events  the  question  is  settled  by  authority  with 
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Rbg.        respect  to  an  indictment  for  false  pretences,  and  this  statute  pro- 
Moss,       vides  that  a  person  offending  against  it  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 

obtaining  by  false  pretences. 

]^^'  Pollock,  C.  B. — The  indictment  is  sufficient,  and  the  convic- 

Card  cheating  ^^^^  right.  The  cascs  citcd  apply  to  indictments  for  obtaining 
—indicimenL  money  by  false  pretences ;  but  not  to  an  indictment  under  this 
statute.  We  need  not  now  decide  whether  "  win  **  means,  as  it 
does  in  some  mining  districts,  actually  obtain ;  for  this  indictment 
is  framed  upon  the  very  words  of  the  statute,  and  cannot  lead  to 
any  ambiguity  as  to  the  precise  oiFence  charged. 

Erle,  J. — I  concur  in  the  observations  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron ;  and  I  also  think  that  it  was  a  very  salutary  statute  (3) 
which  enacted  that  an  indictment  framed  in  the  very  words  of 
the  act  creating  the  oiFence  should  be  sufficient  after  verdict.  I 
am  aware  that  there  are  some  cases  in  which  that  has  been  held 
not  applicable ;  and  I  should  feel  myself  bound  by  them  if  they 
were  in  point  on  the  present  occasion.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
they  are  not,  and  as  this  indictment  does  follow  the  words  of  the 
statute,  I  hold  it  to  be  sufficient. 

WiLLES,  J.,  and  Bramwell  and  Watson,  BB.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed, 

(6)  7  Geo.  4,  c  64,  s.  21.  In  Mr.  Greaves's  edition  of  Lord  Campbeirs  Acts  (p.  Ill),  it 
is  mentioned  that  the  bill  for  further  improvinj^  the  administration  of  criminal  justice 
(14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100)  "  originally  contained  a  clause  making  every  indictment  good,  irhich 
charged  an  offence  in  the  words  of  the  statute  ;  but  this  clause  was  struck  out  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  make  it  unnecessary  to  set  out  any  of  the  pretences  in  an 
indictment  for  false  pretences ;  but,*'  adds  Mr.  Greaves :  ''it  is  by  no  means  easy  to  aeo  any 
good  ground  for  holding  an  Indictment  good  after  verdict,  which  was  insufficient  before  verdict." 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  15,  1856. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Eble  and  Willes,  JJ.,  Bramwell 

and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  r.  Li8TER.(a) 


Embezzlement — Non^aecounting, 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  embezzlement^  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner's  duty  wcu  to  enter  the  money  he  received  from  his  master's 
customers  in  various  boohs,  and  pay  the  amount  into  a  banker*s.  It 
tDOs  also  his  duty  to  enter  the  various  accounts  from  these  books  into 
the  ledger  at  his  convenience.  He  received  a  sum  of  money  from  a 
euMtomer  and  omitted  'to  enter  it  in  any  of  the  books  except  the  ledger  ; 
tfi  that  boohi  however,  it  was  entered  to  the  customer's  credit.  Instead 
of  paying  the  money  into  the  banker^s  he  appropriated  it  to  his  own 
use, 

HMj  thai  the  entry  in  the  ledger  was  not  such  an  accounting  as  would 
prevent  him  being  guilty  of  the  crime  of  embezzlement, 

^PHE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Mr.  Russell  Gumey  from 
JL      the  Central  Criminal  Court : — 

At  a  General  Sessions  of  Gaol  Delivery,  holden  for  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1856, 
Charles  Lister  was  tried  and  found  guilty  before  me,  upon  an 
'indictment  for  embezzling  and  stealing  the  sum  of  102.,  received 
by  him  by  virtue  of  his  employment  on  account  of  George  William 
Fetter  and  another,  his  masters. 

The  prisoner  was  employed  by  the  prosecutors  to  attend  to  the 
bosiDess  of  their  journal,  called  the  County  Paper^  and  to  receive 
remittances  in  money  from  their  customers  in  connection  there- 
with. When  the  prisoner  received  these  remittances,  it  was  his 
duty  to  enter  them  to  the  credit  of  the  customers  in  a  day  or  cash 
book.  Before  the  next  time  of  sending  cash  to  the  banker's,  it 
was  the  prisoner's  duty  to  make  an  extract  from  this  cash  or  day 

(a)  Reported  b/  B.  C  BouiiiSON,  Esq.,  BarrisUr-aULnw. 
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Rko.        book  of  all  remittances  received  bv  him  as  before  mentioned,  and 
LisTBR.      which  had  not  then  been  before  paid  to  such  banker's,  and  to  take 

it  to  the  general  cashier  of  the  prosecutors,  in  order  that  it  micjht 

1856.        be  compared  with  the  book  from  which  it  purported  to  be  an 
En^^ement  ^^tract,  SO  that   thereby  the  amounts  of  remittances  contained 
^Non-account'  therein  might  be  checked  and  ascertained  to  be  correct.     It  then 
^9'         became  the  prisoner's  further  duty  to  enter  the  whole  amount  of 
money  contained  in  such  extract  on  the  credit  side  of  a  banker's 
deposit  account,  and  to  pay  such  amount  to  the  credit  of  the  pro- 
secutors with  their  bankers.     The  prisoner  afterwards  posted  the 
amounts  of  money  remitted  by  customers  into  a  ledger,  which 
contained  the  accounts  of  the  different  customers.     This  was  done 
by  the  prisoner  at  his  own  convenience.     As  the  prisoner  was 
entrusted  from  time  to  time  to  furnish  receipts  to  the  customers 
from  whom    he    received   remittances,  he  was    supplied  with  a 
receipt-book  for  that  purpose  containing  counterparts,  on  each  of 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  enter  the  amount  for  which  the  corre- 
sponding receipt  had  been  given. 

On  the  7th  of  June  the  money,  the  subject  of  this  indictment, 
was  remitted  by  a  customer  from  the  country.  It  was  received 
by  the  prisoner  by  virtue  of  his  employment  on  the  8th  of  June, 
and  on  the  9th  of  June  he  sent  the  customer  a  receipt  for  the 
amount  in  the  usual  course. 

This  sum  the  prisoner  never  entered  in  the  cash  or  day  book, 
and  although  he  ought,  in  the  regular  course  of  his  employment, 
to  have  included  it  in  an  amount  w^hich  he  paid  to  the  credit  of 
the  prosecutors  with  their  bankers  on  the  9th  of  June  following, 
he  omitted  to  do  so  (nor  was  it  entered  in  any  subsequent 
account.)  It  was,  however,  entered  by  the  prisoner  to  the  credit 
of  the  customer  in  the  prosecutors'  ledger. 

The  money  was  applied  by  the  prisoner  to  his  own  use. 

The  jury,  with  my  full  concurrence,  found  the  prisoner  guilty, 
subject  to  the  following  questions,  viz.,  whether  the  entry  made 
in  the  ledger  exempts  the  prisoner  from  the  operation  of  the 
statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47.  And  it  is  under  these  circum- 
stances that  the  opinion  of  the  Court  for  the  consideration  of 
Crown  Cases  is  requested,  in  order  that  such  conviction  may  be 
subjected  to  tfte  order  of  such  court. 

J  udgment  has  been  postponed  on  the  prisoner,  and  he  remains 
in  gaol  till  the  determination  of  this  case. 

Russell  Gurnet. 

Metcalfe  (for  the  prisoner)  contended  that  the  entry  in  the  ledger 
was  a  sufficient  accounting;  it  was  an  acknowledgment  by  the 
prisoner  that  he  had  received  the  amount  in  question ;  it  was 
made  in  his  masters'  book,  to  whicli  the  establishment  had  ready 
access,  and  if  there  was  any  evidence  of  an  accounting  in  one  book, 
it  was  no  answer  to  that,  to  say  there  ought  to  have  been  entries 
in  others.  He  charged  himself  with  the  receipt  of  the  money 
within  the  case  of  R.  v.  Hodgson^  3  C.  &  P.  422. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — But,  not  with  the  intention  of  giving  his 
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master  auy  iDformation  on  the  subject.  On  the  contrary,  it  was 
done  for  the  purpose  of  concealment.  Since,  if  the  customer  asked 
for  his  account,  and  the  payment  did  not  appear  to  his  credit  in 
the  ledger,  detection  must  have  immediately  followed. 

Metcalfe,  submitted  that,  at  all  events,  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  the  prisoner  had  accounted  or  not,  and,  from  the 
statement  of  the  case,  that  point  seemed  not  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  them. 

RobiTuan  (for  the  prosecution)  was  not  called  upon. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  .all  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  objection,  and  the  conviction  must  be  affirmed. 

The  rest  of  the  judges  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

Robinson  (for  the  prosecution.) 

Metcalfe  (for  the  prisoner.) 


Sko. 

V. 
LlSTEB. 


1856. 


EmbezzUmmt 
-Non  acootnU' 
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EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

January  27,  1857. 

(Before  Martin,  B.,  and  Willes,  J.) 

Reg.  t?.  Pierce  and  Others,  (a) 

Property  of  a  felon. 

Circumstances  under  which  the  Court  will  make  an  order  for  restoration 
of  the  property  stolen. 

The  practice  of  the  Treasury  is  not  to  retain  the  property  of  a  felon 
when  any  persons  make  out  a  good  ca^efor  its  restoration.  Sometimes 
it  is  restored  to  the  felon  himself  for  good  conduct^  and  sometimes  to 
his  wife.  The  Treasury  always  endeavours  to  act  according  to 
the  equity  of  each  case. 

THE  prisoners  had  been  conyicted  of  stealing  bullion  from  the 
South  Eastern  Railway  Company.  Property  to  a  large 
amount  had  been  found  in  their  possession.  The  supposed  produce 
of  the  robbery  had  been  converted  into  securities.  An  approver 
who  had  given  evidence  against  them,  and  who  was  then  under 
sentence  for  another  felony,  had  deposited  with  one  of  the  prisoners 
a  large  sum  of  money  to  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  a  woman 
with  whom  he  had  cohabited  and  her  child,  but  which  the  prisoner 
had  diverted  to  his  own  use,  and  was  part  of  the  property  found  in 
his  possession. 

Bodkin  appeared  for  the  Company;  Sleigh  for  the  sheriffs  of 
London  and  Middlesex ;  Petersdorff  for  the  attorney  for  prisoner 
Pierce. 

Mr.  Beard  appeared  for  the  wife  of  prisoner  Tester. 

Mr.  Reynolds^  solicitor  to  the  Treasury,  appeared  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown. 

Sleigh  contended  that  under  the  ancient  charters  granted  to  the 
corporation  of  the  city  of  London  the  property  of  all  felons  con- 
victed in  the  city  was  forfeited,  and  that  the  sheriff^s,  by  virtue  of  their 
office,  ought  therefore  to  have  the  custody  of  all  the  property  taken 
from  the  prisoner  Pierce,  he  being  a  felon,  and  all  his  goods  and 
chattels  being  thereby  forfeited  to  the  Crown ;  and  the  sheriffs, 
who  were  the  custodians  of  the  Crown,  ought  therefore  to  have 
possession  of  it.  He  said  that  from  time  immemorial  the  property 
of  the  prisoners  convicted  at  the  Old  Bailey  had  been  given  up  to 
the  sheriff's  in  that  capacity,  and  he  believed  this  was  the  first  time 

(a)  Reported  \>y  E.  W.  Cox,  Esq.,  Barrister- at -Law. 
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that  their  rights  in  this  respect  bad  ever  been  contested.     He  went        ^'^' 
on  to  say  that  he  was  instructed  that  it  was  not  the  fact  that  Agar      pn^cs 
had  placed  the  money  be  possessed  in  Pierce's  hands   for   the        a»d 
benefit  of  Fanny  Kay,  but,  in  point  of  fact,  he  handed  it  to  Mr.      Othem. 
Wontner  to  be  given  to  Betty  Pierce,  the  wife  of  that  prisoner,        1357^ 

and  that  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  whole  proceeding  was        

not  collusive,  with  a  view  to  defeat  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  the  Property  of  a 
property  ;  and  he  urged  that  the  Court  had  no  power  under  such  "^^  ^' 
circuniBtances  to  order  the  property  to  be  given  to  Fanny  Kay. 
He  then  referred  to  the  act  of  the  7th  and  8th  of  George  4, 
cap.  57,  which  related  to  the  power  of  the  judges  to  order  the 
restitution  of  stolen  property,  but  be  said  that  the  property  now  in 
qoestion  was  not  only  not  a  part  of  the  stolen  property,  but  a  great 
portion  of  it  was  not  even  the  proceeds  of  it,  and  he  urged  that  the 
only  course  that  ought  to  be  taken  was  to  place  the  property  in 
the  hands  of  the  sheriffs,  who  would  be  responsible  for  its  safe 
custody,  and  who  would  be  ready  to  obey  any  order  that  the 
judges  might  eventually  make  respecting  it. 

Petersdarff  clmsxeAy  on  behalf  of  his  client,  a  sum  of  260/.  for 
costs  that  had  been  incurred  by  Mr.  Saward  in  conducting  some 
legal  proceedings  for  the  prisoner  Pierce. 

Mr.  Beard,  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Tester,  claimed  the  property  taken 
from  him,  and  which  consisted  of  certain  Spanish  bonds,  upon  a 
settlement  made  by  the  prisoner  before  his  trial. 

The  Judges  at  once  decided  that  neither  of  these  parties  had 
any  l^al  claim.  With  regard  to  Mr.  Saward,  he  could  have  no 
z%ht  to  be  paid  his  debt  out  of  property  to  which  the  Crown  had 
a  title ;  and,  with  reference  to  Mrs.  Tester,  the  bonds  in  question 
were  distinctly  made  out  to  be  the  result  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
stolen  gold,  and  she  therefore  could  claim  no  right  to  them. 

Bodkin  said  that,  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  all  he  asked  of  the 
Court  was,  to  order  that  the  property,  which  was  undoubtedly  the 
produce  of  the  robbery  that  had  been  committed  upon  them,  should 
be  delivered  up.  They  had  paid  10,000/.  as  tne  value  of  the 
gold  that  had  been  stolen,  and  the  company  only  desired  that  they 
should  be  treated  like  other  prosecutors,  and  have  restored  to  them 
that  which  was  clearly  made  out  to  be  the  produce  of  the  stolen 
property.  He  then  said  that  it  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  500/. 
of  the  purchase  money  of  the  Turkish  bonds  was  the  result  of  five 
of  the  100/.  notes  that  were  obtained  for  gold  at  the  Bank  of 
England,  and  about  400/^  more  that  were  in  the  hands  of  Messrs. 
Beid,  the  brewers,  with  whom  it  had  been  placed  by  Mr.  Steam, 
the  publican,  on  behalf  of  Burgess.  These  two  sums  were  clearly 
shown  to  have  been  the  produce  of  the  gold  that  was  sold  by  Pierce 
and  Agar,  and  which  was  divided  among  the  prisoners,  and  it 
appeared  to  him  that  the  company  were  clearly  entitled  to  this 
money,  and  that  the  court  should  make  an  order  for  it  to  be 
delivered  up  to  them. 
Sleigh  said  he  should  not  offer  any  objection  to  this  amount  being 
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^^'        given  to  the  company,  but  he  contended  that  the  sheriffs  ought  to 
PiERCB       have  the  custody  of  the  remainder  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 

AKD  WiLLES,  J.,  said  that  the  sheriffs  had  not  made  out  a  case  that 

^""^"^       would  justify  the  Court  in  making  the  order  they  prayed  for.    They 

1857.        professed   to   be  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  Crown,  but  the 

Solicitor  for  the  Treasury  was  present,  who  was  the  direct  party 

_f^^J;j^^^*^_  to  interfere. 

iiy.  "  Mr.  Reynolds  said  that  under  ordinary  circumstances  the  pro- 
perty of  a  felon  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  Crown,  but  it  was 
never  retained  when  any  person  made  out  a  good  case  for  its 
restoration.  In  some  instances  it  had  been  restored  to  the  felon 
himself  for  good  conduct,  and  also  to  his  wife,  and  the  Treasury, 
in  fact,  always  endeavoured  to  act  according  to  the  equity  of 
each  case. 

Martin,  B.,  expressed  his  opinion  that  Fanny  Kay  had  an 
equitable  right  to  the  property,  according  to  the  request  of  Agar. 

Bodkin^  on  the  part  of  the  Company,  had  no  interest,  except  in 
that  portion  of  the  property  which  was  proved  to  be  the  produce 
of  the  robbery ;  but  he  suggested  that,  if  the  remainder  were  to  be 
given  to  the  woman  Kay,  the  interests  of  the  child  ought  to  be 
taken  care  of,  and  that  a  proper  settlement  should  be  made  for  that 
purpose. 

Sleigh. — If  Mr.  Reynolds  would  take  charge  of  the  property,  and 
see  that  it  was  distributed  in  the  manner  that  had  been  suggested, 
he  would  at  once,  on  the  part  of  the  sheriffs,  withdraw  from  making 
any  further  claim. 

Mr.  Reynolds  intimated  that  he  was  not  anxious  to  undertake 
the  responsibility  of  distributing  the  property. 

Sleigh  said  that  surely  the  Court  would  not  think  it  decent,  or  in 
accordance  with  the  due  administration  of  justice,  that  a  large  sum 
of  money  like  this  should  be  retained  in  the  hands  of  a  policeman ; 
and  that  it  would  be  a  much  more  decorous  proceeding  for  the 
property  to  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriffs. 

Bodkin  understood  that  the  City  actually  claimed  the  money, 
and  if  the  bonds  went  into  their  possession  they  would  set  up  their 
rights  in  this  respect,  and  the  greater  portion  of  the  property  would 
be  wasted  in  law. 

Sleigh  said  he  was  instructed  that  no  such  claim  was  intended  to 
be  set  up.  The  sheriffs  only  desired  to  assert  what  they  conceived 
to  be  their  rights. 

Martin,  B. — The  sheriffs  appeared  to  have  acted  very  properly 
in  the  matter,  but  he  did  not  think  they  had  made  out  their  right 
to  have  the  property  placed  in  their  custody. 

Eventually  their  Lordships  made  an  order  that  the  company 
should  have  restored  to  them  so  much  of  the  property  as  was 
shown  to  be  the  result  of  the  robbery,  and  that  the  remainder 
should  be  given  into  the  custody  of  Sir  Richard  Mayne,  the  Chief 
Commissioner  of  Police,  to  abide  any  future  orders  that  may  be 
given  respecting  it. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  24,  1857. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Wightman  and  Willes,  JJ., 

Martin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Keg.  17.  Wm.  Reanet  and  Jas.  Reddish,  (a) 

Evidence — Admissibility  of  dying  declaration. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  manslaughterj  a  statement  made  by 
the  deceased  respecting  the  manner  in  tohiehy  and  the  persons  by  whomy 
the  injuries  had  been  inflicted^  vfos  received  in  evidence.  The  state* 
ment  concluded  with  these  words: — ^^  I  have  made  this  statement 
believing  I  shall  not  recover  ;"  and  <U  that  time  he  was  in  such  a  state 
that  his  death  must  speedily  follow  ;  and  he  died  seven  days  afterwards. 
But  it  appeared  also^  that  shortly  before  he  made  the  declaration  he 
had  said  to  a  constable^  who  asked  him  how  he  was : — "  /  have  seen 
Mr.  Booker^  the  surgeon,  to-day^  and  he  has  given  me  some  little  hope 
that  I  am  better,  but  I  do  not  myself  think  that  I  shall  ultimately 
recover/*  Afterwards,  on  the  same  occasion,  he  said  he  could  not 
recover. 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  statement  was  mctde  under 
a  consciousness  of  impending  death  to  justify  its  reception  in  evidence. 

At  Martin,  B. —  The  admissibility  of  the  statement  as  a  dying  declara- 
tion depends  upon  whether  the  judge  at  the  trial  is  satisfied  that  it  was 
maek  under  a  sense  of  approaching  death. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Willes,  J. : — 
The  prisoners  were  convicted  before  me  at  the  Winter  Gaol 
Delivery  for  the  County  of  Derby,  for  the  manslaughter  of  another 
William  Reaney,  by  injuries  inflicted  on  the  11th  October  last. 
Part  of  the  evidence  consisted  of  a  dying  declaration^  in  the  follow- 
ing terms : — 

The  statement  (which  bore  date  October  23rd)  was  set  out  at 
length  in  the  case.  It  detailed  minutely  the  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  attack  made  by  the  prisoners  upon  the  deceased, 
and  described  the  manner  in  which  the  injuries  had  been  inflicted 
upon  him.  But  no  part  of  it  is  material  to  the  decision,  except 
the  concluding  paragraph,  which  was  in  these  words : — 

"  I  have  made  this  statement,  believing  I  shall  not  recover." 

(a)  Baported  bj  A  Bittlbbton,  Esq^  Barrister-at-LAW* 
VOL.  VII.         •  P 
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Rbo.  At  the  time  the  declaration  was  made  the  deceased  was  in  a 

^      ^'  state  from  the  injuries  which  he  received,  from  which  it  was  im- 

Rbddish.     possible  that  he  could  recover.     His  spine  was  broken  in  such  a 

manner,  that  death  must  speedily  have  followed ;  and  he  died  on 

]^^'        the  3rd  of  November. 
Evidence^        The  objection  to  the  reception  of  the  evidence  was  founded  upon 
Dying  dtclara-  part  of  the  evidence  of  John  Gillott,  a  constable,  who  stated  that 

^"*  he  had  seen  the  deceased  man  on  the  same  day  that  he  made  the 
declaration,  and  shortly  before  he  made  it;  and  upon  asking  him 
how  he  was,  the  deceased  answered,  ^'  I  have  seen  Mr.  Booker,  the 
surgeon,  to-day,  and  he  has  given  me  some  little  hope  that  I  am 
better;  but  I  do  not  myself  think  I  shall  ultimately  recover." 

The  same  witness  stated,  that  before  he  left  the  room,  on  the 
said  occasion,  the  deceased  said  that  he  could  not  recover. 

I  admitted  the  evidence,  reserving  the  point  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  for  Crown  Cases  Reserved,  and  I  left  the  prisoners  in 
custody. 

D.  Seymmir  for  the  prisoner.  —  No  sufficient  evidence  waa 
adduced  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  to  render  the  statement  of 
the  deceased  admissible  as  a  dying  declaration.  The  principle  on 
which  such  declarations  are  received,  is  stated  by  Eyre,  C.B.,  in 
WoodcocKs  case  ( 1  Leach,  500),  to  be,  '*  that  they  are  declarations 
made  in  extremity,  when  the  party  is  at  the  point  of  death,  and 
when  every  hope  in  this  world  is  gone,  when  every  motive  to  false- 
hood is  silenced,  and  the  mind  is  induced  by  the  most  powerful 
consideration  to  speak  the  truth  ;  a  situation  so  solemn,  and  so 
awful,  is  considered  by  the  law  as  creating  an  obligation  equal  to 
that  which  is  imposed  by  a  positive  oath  administered  in  a  court  of 
justice  ;*'  and  the  same  learned  judge  adds,  that  though  in  fact 
made  by  a  person  in  a  dying  state,  they  are  inadmissible,  *^  unless 
it  also  appear  that  the  deceased  himself  apprehended  that  he  was 
in  such  a  state  of  mortality  as  would  inevitably  oblige  him  soon  to 
answer  before  his  Maker  f^  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  his  asser- 
tions." In  the  Stuscx  Peerage  ease  (11  CI.  &  Fin.  108),  the  rule  is 
laid  down  in  terms  no  less  stringent ;  and  in  Professor  GreenleaPs 
Book  on  Evidence,  p.  189,  it  is  said  :  *^  It  is  essential  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  these  declarations,  and  is  a  preliminary  fact  to  be 
proved  by  the  party  offering  them  in  evidence,  that  they  were  made 
under  a  sense  of  impending  death.^^  And,  again  :  **  It  is  the  impres- 
sion  of  almost  immediate  dissolution,  and  not  the  rapid  succession  of 
death  in  point  of  fact,  that  renders  the  testimony  admissible."  So 
in  2  B.USS.  on  Crimes,  756,  the  rule  is  thus  expressed :  ^*  In  order 
to  render  a  dying  declaration  admissible,  it  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  made  under  such  circumstances  as  necessarily  exclude  the 
supposition  that  the  deceased  might  at  the  time  entertain  some 
hope  of  recovery."  And  it  is  added  :  **  The  absence  of  any  settle- 
ment of  affairs;  of  directions  as  to  his  funeral;  of  taking  leave  of 
his  friends  and  relations,  and  such  like,  tends  to  show  that  all  hope 
of  recovery  is  not  vanished  from  the  mind,  and  may  sometimes 
exclude  a  dying  declaration."     In   1   Taylor  on  Evidence,  474 
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« 
(lat  ed.),  it  IS  said,  '*  belief  that  he  will  not  recover  is  not  in  itself       ^^^^ 
BuflScient,  unless  there  be  also  the  prospect  of  almost  *  immediate  bkanbt  am> 
disflolation.'  ^  Rkddish. 

Pollock,  C.B. — Is  any  anthority  cited  for  that  position  ?  -— 

D.  Seymour.— R.  v.  Van  ButehelU  3  Car.  &  P.  629.(ft)     Now  in        _ 
the  present  case  the  evidence  falls  far  short  of  the  requirements    Evideius&^ 
mentioned   in   these  various  authorities.     There  is  no  evidence -^iw.^ec*w»- 
whatever  of  any  expectation  of  immediate  or  impending  dissolu- 
tion ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  expressions 
used  by  the  deceased,  that  though  he  did  not  expect  ultimately  to 
recover  from  the  effects  of  the  injury,  yet  that  he  did  expect  to  live 
for  some  considerable  time.     Beyond  his  own  expressions,  there 
18  no  evidence  at  all.     There  are  in  this  case  none  of  the  usual 
circumstances  attending  a  dying  declaration,  such  as  settlement  of 
affiursy  leave-taking  of  friends,  and  the  like ;  and  the  use  of  the 
word   uUimaiefyy  with  reference  to  his  recovery,  imports  rather 
that  he  anticipated  a  lingering  illness. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — What  interval  of  time  must  be  contemplated  ? 

2>.  Seymimr. — The  line  cannot  be  drawn  with  nicety  as  to  the 
rnimber  of  hours  or  days ;  but  it  must  be  clearly  established  that 
the  deceased  believed  that  his  death  was  about  shortly  to  take 
place.  jR.  V.  Mosley  (1  Moo.  C.  C.  97)  may  be  relied  upon  for  the 
prosecution ;  but  in  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  had 
not  only  said  that  he  should  never  get  better,  but  also  that  he 
would  not  continue  long,  and  that  a  few  davs  would  finish  him. 
There  was,  therefore,  the  expectation  of  speedy  dissolution. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — In  this  case  the  patient  appears  to  have  had 
BO  hope,  though  the  doctor  had  given  him  some  reason  to  hope. 

WiLLES,  J. — In  fact,  the  surgeon  entertained  none  at  the  time 
when  the  declaration  was  made,  but  he  desired  to  keep  up  the 
q^irits  of  his  patient. 

2>.  Seymour. — K  v.  HoweU  (I  Car.  &  E.  689)  is  also  a  totally 
different  case.  In  that  case  there  were  nearly  all  the  circum- 
stances indicative  of  a  consciousness  of  approaching  death,  except 
that  the  deceased,  being  a  Roman  Catholic,  had  put  off  sending 
for  a  priest  to  administer  to  him  the  last  religious  ofiSces.  In 
iZ.  v.  Spikbury  (7  Car.  &  P.  187),  where  the  circumstances  were 
quite  as  strong  as  they  are  here,  the  evidence  was  rejected  by 
Coleridge,  J. 

(fBrien  {Bell  with  him)  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called 
upon. 

(b)  Van  BytehdPt  eate  seems  so  closely  in  point  that  it  must  be  considered  as  OTerrnled 
bj  the  dedsioo  in  the  prindpal  case.  In  that  case  the  deceased  had  said  to  the  surgeon,  "  I 
hd  that  I  baTO  had  sooh  an  injury  in  the  bowel,  that  I  think  I  shall  never  recover.'*  The 
SQigeoD  endeavonred  to  encourage  him,  as  his  symptoms  were  not  then  si^ch  as  to  lead  the 
suTgeoo  to  consider  him  in  danger  of  dying,  bnt  his  expression  was  that  he  felt  satisfied  that 
be  should  nerer  recover.  This  was  on  the  10th  May,  and  the  death  took  place  on  the  17th. 
HaUock,  B. — "  The  principle  on  which  declarations  m  artioulo  mortis  are  admitted  in  evidence, 
is,  that  they  are  made  under  an  impression  of  almost  immediate  dissolution.  A  man  may 
receive  an  injury  liom  which  he  may  think  that  he  shall  ttUimatelif  never  reeovcTf  bat  still 
that  wovU  not  be  suffieieDt  to  dispense  with  an  oath." 

P  2 
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Rbo.  Pollock,  C.B. — I  believe  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  unne- 

^'  cessary  to  hear  the  other  side,  and  that  the  conviction  is  right     In 

Rm>m8H.     order  to  render  such  a  declaration  admissible,  it  is  necessary  that 

it  should  be  made  under  the  apprehension  of  death.     The  books 

^^'        certainly  speak  of  near  approaching  death ;  but  there  is  no  case  in 

Evidence—    which  any  particular  interval,  any  number  of  hours  or  days  is 

Dying  declare^  Specified  as  the  limit.     In  truth,  the  question  does  not  depend 

Hon,  upon  the  length  of  interval  between  the  death  and  the  declaration, 
but  on  the  state  of  the  man's  mind  at  the  time  of  making  the 
declaration,  and  his  belief  then  that  he  is  in  a  dying  state.  Now, 
in  this  case,  it  appears  that  there  was  no  chance  of  recovery.  The 
man's  spine  was  broken  in  such  a  manner  that  his  death  must 
have  speedilv  followed,  and  it  did  happen  on  the  3rd  November. 
That  being  his  actual  condition,  he  says,  ^  I  make  this  declaration, 
believing  I  cannot  recover."  It  appears,  however,  that  about  the 
same  time  he  saw  a  constable,  to  whom  he  repeated  a  statement 
which  had  been  made  to  him  by  the  surgeon,  not  because  the  sur- 
geon himself  believed  it,  but  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  his 
patient,  and  to  assist  nature,  but  tne  patient  himself  was  not 
deceived ;  he  still  thought  that  he  could  not  recover.  The  past" 
mortem  examination  afterwards  disclosed  that  his  recovery  was  im- 
possible; the  man  was  in  a  dying  state;  and  the  nature  of  the 
injury  was  such  that  the  sufferer  was  very  likely  to  be  a  better 
judge  of  his  actual  condition  than  even  the  doctor.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  deceased  was  suffering  under  an  injury  which 
must  soon  terminate  fatally ;  that  he,  as  well  as  the  doctor,  was 
conscious  of  it;  and  that  be  made  the  declaration  under  that 
belief,  which  the  facts  show  to  have  been  well  founded.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  appears  to  me  that  the  declaration  was  pro- 
perly received. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree 
that  in  order  to  make  such  a  document  admissible,  the  statement 
must  have  been  made  under  an  impression  upon  the  mind  of  the 
person  making  it,  that  his  death  was  about  to  happen  shortly,  or 
to  use  the  expression  found  in  the  books,  that  his  death  was  im- 
pending. That,  however,  is  a  relative  term,  and  does  not  of  course 
import  merely  an  expectation  that  the  sufferer  would  die  at  some 
time,  for  that  is  the  debt  which  we  all  owe  to  nature ;  but  it  means 
an  expectation  that  he  is  about  to  die  shortly  of  the  disease  or  in- 
juries from  which  he  is  then  suffering ;  that,  in  other  words,  he  is 
without  a  reasonable  or  any  hope  of  recovery.  Then  what  are  the 
circumstances  of  the  present  case  ?  He  was  in  a  state  from  the 
injuries  received,  which  rendered  it  impossible  that  he  should 
recover.  His  spine  was  broken  so  that  his  death  must  speedily 
happen.  That  was  his  status,  and  his  own  opinion  is  that  he 
cannot  recover.  He  savs  that  he  had  seen  the  doctor,  who  had 
given  him  some  little  hope,  but  still  he  did  not  think  he  should 
ultimately  recover;  and  again,  on  the  same  occasion,  he  said  to  the 
constable  that  he  could  not  recover.  That  is  his  own  opinion  of 
his  case ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  impression  on  his  mind  cer- 
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tunly  was  that  hie  death  was  so  near  at  hand,  as  that  it  might  be        ^^- 
said  to  be  impending.  Beankyaso 

Mabtin,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  I  also  think  that     Bkddish. 
the  admissibilty  of  such  a  statement  depends  upon  whether  the        ~r 

judge  who  tries  the  case  is  satisfied  that  the  man  believed  he  could        ! 

not  recover.     It  is  a  question  for  Ihe  judge  at  the  trial.  Evidenee-- 

WiLLES,  J, — ^I  reserved  this  case  m  consequence  of  the  strong  ^^p^^^^"^ 
opinion  expressed  upon  the  point  hj  the  learned  counsel  who 
defended  the  prisoners ;  but  I  myself  think  it  perfectly  clear  that 
the  declaration  was  admissible.  There  certainly  was  a  period  of 
time  durine  which  the  surgeon  was  not  aware  of  the  extent  or 
nature  of  the  injuries  which  the  deceased  had  received,  and  during 
which  he  thought  that  he  might  recover ;  but  at  the  time  when 
this  declaration  was  made  the  surgeon  was  quite  of  opinion  that 
the  man  could  not  recover,  and  the  post-mortem  examination 
showed  that  recovery  was  impossible.  It  was  equally  clear 
that  the  man's  own  opinion  was  that  he  could  not  recover ;  but  at 
the  trial  reliance  was  chiefly  placed  on  the  word  ^^  ultimately^  and 
it  was  said  that,  consistently  with  that  expression,  he  might  expect 
to  live  for  a  long  time ;  but  looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  it  can  be  so  understood  in  this  case ; 
and  the  cases  collected  in  Archb.  192,  which  were  referred  to, 
are  not  at  variance  with  this  decision. 

Watsok,  B. — Looking  fairly  at  the  whole  of  what  was  stated 
hj  the  deceased,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  made  that  state- 
inent  iiader  the  influence  of  an  expectation  of  impending  death. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAK 

January  31,  1857. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Eble  and  Willes,  JJ.,  and 
Brahwell  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Beg.  v.  Geobge  Brereton  Sharpe.  {a) 

Misdemeanor — Retnoval  of  a  corpse  from  a  burial  ground  belonging  to  a 

congregation  of  dissenters. 

It  is  an  indictable  misdemeanor  at  common  law  to  remove  without  hncfui 
authority  a  corpse  from  a  grave  in  a  burying-ground  belonaing  to  a 
congregation  of  Protestant  Dissenters^  although  the  motive  of  the  person 
so  acting  may  be  pious  and  laudable. 

So  held,  in  a  case  where  a  son,  from  motives  of  filial  affection  and  religious 
duty^  removed  the  corpse  of  his  mother  from  a  family  grave  in  a  dis^ 
senter^  burial  ground,  for  the  purpose  cf  its  interment  together  with  that 
ofhisfather^  in  a  consecrated  churchyard, 

THE  defendant  was  tried  at  Hertford,  before  Erie,  J.,  who 
reserved  the  following  case : — 

The  indictment  in  the  first  count  charged  that  the  defendant 
a  certain  burial-ground  belonging  to  a  certain  meeting-house  of  a 
congregation  of  Protestants  dissenting  from  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land unlawfully  did  break  and  enter,  and  a  certain  grave  there,  la 
which  the  body  of  one  Louisa  Sharpe  had  before  then  been 
interred,  with  force  and  arms,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  indecently 
did  dig  open,  and  the  said  body  of  the  said  Louisa  Sharpe  out  of 
the  said  grave,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  indecently  did  take  and 
carry  away. 

And  there  were  other  counts,  varying  the  charge,  which  may 
be  resorted  to  if  necessary.  The  evidence  was,  that  the  defendant's 
family  had  belonged  to  a  congregation  of  dissenters  at  Hitchin, 
and  his  mother,  with  some  other  of  his  relations,  had  been  buried 
in  one  grave  in  the  burying-ground  of  that  congregation  there, 
with  the  consent  of  those  who  were  interested.  That  the  father 
of  the  defendant  had  recently  died.  That  the  defendant  prevailed 
on  the  wife  of  the  person  to  whom  the  key  of  the  burying-ground 
was  intrusted,  to  allow  him  to  cause  the  grave  above  men- 
tioned to  be  opened,  under  the  pretext  that  he  wished  to  bury  his 
father  in  the  same  grave,  and,  in  order  thereto,  to  examine 
whether  the   size  of  the  grave  would  admit  his  father's  coffin. 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  BnrussTON,  Esq.,  Barriater-at-Law. 
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That  he  caused  the  coffins  of  his  stepmother  and  two  children  to        ^"^ 
be  taken  out,  and  so  came  to  the  coffin  of  his  mother,  which  was     sharpb. 

under  them,  and  was  much  decomposed,  and  that  he  caused  the 

remains  of  this  coffin,  with  the  corpse  therein,  to  be  placed  in  a        ^^^^* 
shell,  and  carried  to  a  cart  near  the  burying-ground,  and  driven  Taking  a  body 
therein  some  miles  away  towards  a  churchyard,  where  he  intended//t>m  a^raw^ 
to  bury  his  father's  corpse  with  the  remains  of  his  mother.  Misdemeanor. 

These  acts  were  done  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
congregation  to  whom  the  burying-ground  belonged,  or  of  the 
trustees  having  the  legal  estate  therein.  The  person  having  the 
keys  of  the  ground  was  induced  to  admit  the  defendant  into  the 
ground  and  to  the  grave  by  reason  of  the  pretext  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  bury  his  father  there,  and  the  jury  found  that  this  was 
only  a  pretext,  and  that  his  real  intention  from  the  beginning  was 
to  remove  his  mother^s  corpse* 

But  the  defendant  acted  throughout  without  intentional  dis- 
respect to  any  one,  being  actuated  hy  motives  of  affection  to  his 
mother  and  of  religious  duty.  I  directed  the  jury  to  convict  if 
they  believed  these  facts  to  be  true,  and  reserved  for  the  decision 
of  this  court  the  question  whether  the  conviction  could  be  sus* 
tained.  Accordingly,  a  verdict  of  guilty  was  entered,  and  the 
defendant  was  discnargcd  on  his  recognizance  to  appear  if  called 
on. 

This  case  came  on  for  argument  on  Saturday,  November  15, 
before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Erie,  J.,  Willes,  J.,  Bramwell,  B.,  and 
Watson,  B. 

The  defendant  in  person  argued  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
He  considered  that  the  grave  was  the  private  property  of  his 
family ;  and  there  had  been  no  indecorum  or  improper  motive  in 
his  proceedings.  He  alluded  to  the  circumstance  that  the  bodies 
of  many  illustrious  persons  had,  at  various  times,  been  removed 
from  one  place  of  interment  to  another. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown.  Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

Erle,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — ^We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  defendant 
was  wrongfully  in  the  burial-ground,  and  wrongfully  opened  the 
grave,  and  took  out  several  corpses  and  carried  away  one.  We 
say,  he  did  this  wrongfully,  that  is  to  say,  by  trespass ;  for  the 
licence  which  he  obtained  to  enter  and  open  from  the  person  who 
had  the  care  of  the  place,  was  not  given  or  intended  for  the  pur- 
pose to  which  he  applied  it,  and  was,  as  to  that  purpose,  no  licence 
at  all.  The  evidence  for  the  prosecution  proved  the  misdemeanor, 
unless  there  was  a  defence.  We  have  considered  the  grounds 
relied  on  in  that  behalf,  nnd  although  we  all  feel  sensible  of  the 
estimable  motives  on  which  the  defendant  acted,  namely,  filial 
affection  and  religious  duty,  still  neither  authority  nor  principle 
would  justify  the  position  that  the  wrongful  removal  of  a  corpse 
was  no  misdemeanor,  if  the  motive  for  the  act  deserved  approba- 
tion.     A  purpose  of   anatomical  science  would  fall  within  that 


1867. 
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^'       category.  Neither  does  our  law  recognise  the  right  of  any  one  child 
Shabpb.     to  the  corpse  of  its  parent,  as  claimed  by  the  defendant.     Our  law 
recognises  no  property  in  a  corpse^  and  the  protection  of  the  grave 
at  common  law,  as  contradistinguished  from  ecclesiastical  proteo- 
Takinff  a  hod^  tion  to  conseciBtcd  ground,  depends  on  this  form  of  indictment, 
fromagrave.—  and  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  relationship  can  justify 
»      anor,  ^j^^  taking  of  a  corpse  from  the  grave  where  it  had  been  laid.     We 
have  been  unwilling  to  affirm  the  conviction  on  account  of  our 
respect  for  the  motives  of  the  defendant ;  but  we  have  felt  it  our 
duty  to  do  so  rather  than  lay  down  a  rule  which  might  lessen  the 
only  protection  the  law  affords  in  respect  of  the  burials  of  dis- 
senters.    The  result  is,  the  conviction  will  stand,  and^  as  the 
the  Judge  states,  the  sentence  should  be  a  nominal  fine  of  one 
shilling.  Conviction  affirmed  {by 

(h)  In  R.  T.  T4fnn  (8  T.  B.  733  ;  1  Leaob  497)  it  was  held  indieUble  as  a  misd*- 
meaDor  to  take  up  a  dead  body  for  the  parpoM  of  dissection.  Upon  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment  it  was  argned  that  if  it  were  any  crime,  it  was  one  of  Ecclesiastical  cogntzanee  only ; 
but  the  coort  answered  '*  that  the  ofience  was  cognizable  in  a  criminal  court,  as  being  highly 
indecent  and  contra  bonos  mortt;  at  the  bare  idea  alone  of  which  nature  revolted.  Tliat  the 
purpose  of  taking  up  the  body  for  dissectinic  did  not  make  it  less  an  indictable  offence:  and 
that,  as  it  had  been  the  r^lar  practice  of  the  Old  Bailey,  in  modem  times,  to  tiy  chai^ges  of 
this  nature,  many  of  which  had  induced  punishment,  the  cireumstance  of  no  writ  of  error 
having  been  brought  to  reverse  any  of  these  judgments  was  a  strong  proof  of  the  nniversal 
opinion  of  the  profession  upon  this  subject ;  and  they  therefore  refused  even  to  grant  a  rule  to 
show  cause,  lest  that  alone  should  convey  to  the  public  an  idea  that  they  entertained  a  donbl 
respecting  the  crime  alleged.*'  (See  also  R*  v.  Cundieh,  D.  bt  B.  N.  P.  C.  13;  &,  v.  Dmjfu^ 
R.  &  B.  365 ;  and  R.  v.  GUks^  ib.  366,  note  (6).) 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 


November  22«  1856. 

(Before  PoLiiOCK,  C.B.,  Coleridge,  Williams,  and  Willes, 

JJ.,  and  Watson,   B.) 

Reg.  v.  Keighlet.  {a) 

Fake  pretences — Evidence — Impetfect  statement  of  case  for  the  opinion 

of  this  court — Conviction  quashed. 

An  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant  hnomngly  falsely  pre* 
tended  that  a  horse  was  sounds  and  that  he  himself  wtu  a  farmer  at 
0.,  negativing  both  pretences  in  the  usual  way.  The  defendant  was 
convicted^  but  a  case  was  reserved  in  which^  after  stating  that  the  false 
representations  were  madcj  and  the  money  obtained  as  alleged^  and 
thai  the  defence  was^  that  this  was  a  case  of  giving  a  false  warranty, 
and  therefore  not  indictable^  the  question  was  put  whether  the  con- 
viction could  be  sustained.  The  court  having  directed  an  amendment 
of  the  casCy  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial  were  set  out  more  spedfically ; 
but  it  was  not  stated  as  a  fact  that  the  defendant  hnew  the  horse  to 
he  unsound,  though  evidence  was  stated  Jrom  which  that  inference 
might  be  drawn;  nor  was  it  stated  what  Erection  the  chairman  had 
given  to  the  jury, 

Hdd,  that  as  the  case  was  framed,  the  conviction  must  be  quashed ;  as 
the  court,  not  knowing  what  direction  had  been  given  to  the  jury,  could 
not  answer  the  question  put  to  it  in  the  affirmative ;  and  as  it  was 
consistent  with  the  case  that  the  jury  might  have  been  told  that  even  if 
the  defendant  did  not  hnow  that  the  horse  was  unsound,  he  might  be 
convicted  upon  the  other  false  statement  alone. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  at  the  Wakefield  Sessions : — 
The  defendant  was  tried  at  the  adjourned  sessions^  held  at 
Wakefield,  on  the  28th  day  of  August,  1856,  and  conyicted  on  the 
ooant  in  the  indictment  set  forth  below. 

West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  \  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
to  wit.  J  upon  their  oath  present,  that  John 

Kdffhley,  late  of  Wakefield,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of 
York,  labourer,  on  the  18th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord, 
1856,  at  Bradford,  in  the  said  West  Kidingof  the  county  of  York, 
unlawfully^  knowingly,  and  designedly  did  falsely  pretend  to  one 

(a)  Baported  bj  A.  Bittlbbtok,  Esq.,  Burtster-at-Law. 
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Bbo.        David   Balmferd  that  a  certain  horse  which  he  the  said  John 
^    ^'  Keighley  then  had  at  the  Nelson  Inn,  in  Bradford,  in  the  riding 

L"  '    aforesaid,  was  sound,  and  that  he  the  said  John  Keighley  would 

1856.        warrant  him  to  anybody ;  and  that  the  said  horse  was  as  sound  as 

-,  it  was  posssible  for  a  horse  to  be ;  that  he  the  said  John  Keighley 

— /i^pw^fert*  came  from  Otley,  and  that  he  was  a  farmer  at  Otley,  and  that  a 

Btatemeru  of   Certain  pcrson  then  and  there  with  him,  whom  he  called  Ben,  was 

^'"^        his  man,  and  that  he,  Ben,  had  worked  the  horse  for  a  month ;  by 

means  of  which  said  false  pretences  the  said  John  Keighley  did  then 

and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  sidd  David  Balmford  a  certain 

horse,  the  property  of  him  the  said  David  Balmford  and  others,  his 

partners,  and  also  the  sum  of  9/.  10«.  &c.,  with  intent  to  defraud. 

Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  horse  was  not  then  sound, 

nor  was  it  then  as  sound  as  it  was  possible  for  a  horse  to  be,  as 

alleged  by  the  said  John  Keighley,   and  as   he  the   said    John 

Keighley  well  knew.     And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said 

John  Keighley  did  not  then  come  from  Otley,  and  was  not  then  a 

farmer  at  Otley,  to  the  great  damage  and  deception  of  the  said  David 

Balmford,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  tne  like  case  offending ; 

against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 

against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendant  made  the  represen- 
tations, and  obtained  the  9/.  I0«.  and  another  horse  from  the  prose- 
cutor, as  stated  in  the  indictment. 

That  the  defendant  was  not  a  farmer  at  Otley,  but  a  horse- 
dealer  at  Leeds.  That  the  prosecutor  being  himself  no  judge  of 
horseflesh,  was  influenced  by  his  belief  that  the  defendant  was  a 
farmer,  to  receive  the  horse  of  the  latter,  and  part  with  his  own 
and  his  money  more  readily  than  he  would  have  done  had  he 
known  the  defendant  to  be  a  horse-dealen 

It  was  proved  by  a  veterinary  surgeon  that  the  defendant's 
horse  was  decidedly  unsound,  being  affected  by  glanders,  a  highly 
contagious  disease,  the  worst  known  to  him  among  horses,  render- 
ing the  animal  dangerous  to  touch,  and  not  worth  twopence. 

That  in  his  opinion  the  disease  must  have  been  of  six  months' 
duration,  and  evident  during  that  time  to  any  one  engaged  about 
the  horse.  That  there  are  means,  by  the  application  of  which  the 
discharge  characteristic  of  the  disease  may  be  arrested  for  a  short 
time,  so  as  to  deceive  an  ignorant  person. 

But  there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  such  means  had  been 
employed  in  this  instance. 

For  the  defence  it  was  contended,  that  the  giving  a  false 
warranty  for  a  horse  is  not  an  indictable  offence :  (iZ.  v.  PyweU^ 
1  Starkie  N.  P.  C.  402.) 

That  such  warranty  being  the  principal  false  pretence  in  this 
case,  an  indictment  would  not  lie. 

There  was  a  second  count,  charging  the  defendant  with  conspi- 
racy, but  the  jury  found  him  guilty  on  the  first  count,  for  obtain-^ 
ing  by  false  pretences.  Your  opinion  is  requested  as  to  whether, 
considering  the  whole  of   the  circumstances  under  which   the 
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WBTianty  was  giveoj  with  the  subsidiary  false  pretence  as  to  the        ^^^ 
defendant's  being  a  farmer,  the  conviction  can  be  sustained.     Judg-    kbiohlbt. 

ment  is  respited  until  your  opinion  is  obtained.     The  defendant  is       

out  on  baiL  1856. 

A.  J,  Johnston  for  the  prosecution.(i.) — The  conviction  is  right.  Fabepr^ences 
JR.  V.  I^well{l  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  402)  was  a  case  of  conspiracy;    --imperfect 
and  all  the  more  recent  cases  show  that  it  matters  not  whetner  the    *<«<«»«»<  o/ 
money  is  obtained  through  the  medium  of  a  contract,  if  the  whole         ^*^' 
transaction  is  grounded  in  fraud :  (i^.  v.  Kenrick^  5  Q.  B.  49,  62 ; 
K  V.  Boebuck,  ante,  p.  126  ;  R.  v.  Burgony  ante^  p.  131.)     This  is 
a  stronger  case  than  any  of  those,  because  it  is  stated  here  that 
the  horse  was  really  worthless. 

Coleridge,  J. — It  is  material  to  know  whether  a  legal  war- 
ranty was  in  &ct  given  or  not. 

Pollock,  C.B. — Yes ;  the  case  ought  certsunly  to  state  under 
what  circumstances  the  bargain  was  made. 

Bramwell,  B. — If  a  warranty  was  not  given,  it  would  be  a 
stronger  case. 

The  Court  then  ordered  the  case  to  be  amended. 

The  case  was  amended  by  the  addition  of  the  following  par- 
ticulars : — 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  on  the  1 8th  day  of  April,  1856,  the 
defendant  came  to  the  prosecutor,  at  Bradford,  and  said,  ^^  I  have 
heard  at  the  Nelson  Inn,  that  you  are  in  want  of  a  good  strong 
horse,  suitable  for  leading  wood,  or  anything  else.  I  have  got  one 
at  the  Nelson  Inn  of  that  sort,  and  if  you  can  make  it  convenient 
to  look  in  any  time  this  afternoon  do  so."  That  the  prosecutor 
went  that  afternoon  to  the  Nelson  Inn,  and  there  saw  the 
defendant  and  a  person  called  Benjamin,  who  the  defendant  said 
was  '^  bis  man;"  and  who,  together  with  the  defendant,  showed  the 
prosecutor  a  horse.  That  upon  the  prosecutor  professing  himself 
^  DO  judge  of  horseflesh,"  and  asking  if  the  horse  was  sound,  the 
defendant  said  as  sound  as  possible  for  a  horse  to  be. 

That  the  man  called  Benjamin  then  and  there  said,  in  the 
defendant's  presence,  *^  The  horse  is  sound.  I  worked  him  myself, 
abng  with  another,  a  month."  That  upon  the  prosecutor's  observ- 
ing that  the  horse  seemed  not  right  about  the  nostrils,  the  defendant 
said  he  has  got  a  bit  of  a  cold,  a  little  linseed  will  cure  that. 

That  the  defendant  said  at  the  same  time,  I  am  a  farmer  at 
Otley,  and  gave  a  name  as  his  which  was  not  his  true  name,  nor 
yet  a  nickname  by  which  he  was  usually  known. 

That  upon  these  representations  the  prosecutor  gave  9/.  10^., 
and  another  horse,  the  property  of  himself  and  his  brothers,  in 
exchange  for  the  defendant's  horse. 

That  but  for  the  statement  about  the  horse  being  as  sound  as 
possible,  and  the  defendant  being  a  farmer  at  Otley,  the  prosecu- 
tor would  not  have  bought  the  horse. 

(i)  November  15.— Coram  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  JJ.,  and  BramweU  and 
Wataan,BB. 
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fiKo.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  requested  as  to  whethefi 

Kbiohlbt.    coiisidering  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  detailed^  the  conviction 

can  be  sustained* 

1856.  Judgment  is  respited  until  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 

Fabe  pretences  ^^  obtained.     The  defendant  is  out  on  bail. 
—Trnperfeci       A.  J.  Joknston.  (c) — Upon  the  facts  as  they  now  appear,  there 
statement  of   ^as  no  Warranty  in  point  of  law,  or  it  is  uncertain  whether  there 
*'*'^        was  or  was  not ;  and  even  if  there  was  a  warranty,  still  the  convic- 
tion may  be  sustained. 

Pollock,  C.B. — Suppose  the  prisoner  did  not  know  that  the 
horse  was  glandered*  It  is  not  stated  in  the  case  that  he  did 
know.  Do  you  contend  that  the  false  statement  as  to  his  being  a 
farmer  would  bring  him  within  the  statute  ? 

A.  J.  Johnston. —  Probably  that  alone  would  not  be  sufficient. 

Williams,  J. — It  would  be  all  right  if  the  chairman  directed 
the  jury  that  they  could  not  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  unless  he 
knew  that  the  horse  was  slandered. 

A.  J.  Johnston. — The  chairman  has  stated  to  the  court  all  that  he 
can  state. 

Pollock,  C.B. — If  the  question  put  to  us  was  whether  there 
was  evidence  to  go  the  jury,  I  should  say,  yes,  if  they  were  pro- 
perly directed,  but  how  can  I  tell  that  they  were  properly  directed* 
W  hen  the  case  was  before  ns  on  the  last  occasion,  I  thought  it  too 
loose  to  say  that  the  allegations  in  the  indictment  were  proved ; 
and  I  wished  that  the  facts  should  be  stated,  in  order  that  we 
might  see  whether  the  case  came  within  the  statute,  which,  in  my 
opinion,  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  real  transaction  of  buying 
and  selling.  But  looking  at  the  case  as  it  now  stands,  unless  the 
chairman  can  state  the  facts  more  specifically,  and  the  way  in 
which  thev  were  left  to  the  jury,  we  are  not  in  a  situation  to  say 
whether  the  conviction  was  right  or  wrong. 

Watson,  B. — There  is  very  slight  evidence  of  knowledge  that 
the  horse  was  glandered. 

A.  J.  Johnston. — It  lies  upon  the  prisoner  to  make  out  that  the 
conviction  is  bad. 

Coleridge,  J. — Then  if  the  onus  is  upon  him,  and  he  does  not 
appear^  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  affinn  the  conviction  ? 

WiLLES,  J. — It  is  consistent  with  this  case  that  the  jury  were 
told  that  it  was  enough  to  iustify  a  conviction,  if  thev  believed 
that  he  knowingly  made  the  false  statement  that  he  was  a 
farmer. 

^  Pollock,  C.B. — The  question  put  to  us,  is  whether  the  convic* 
tion  can  be  sustained.  Jnow  we  cannot  see  upon  what  ground  it 
proceeded ;  therefore  it  cannot  be  sustained. 

WiLLES,  J. — All  that  we  can  say  is,  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  was  rightly  ccmvioted.  Conviction  quash^ 

(o)  November  22.~Conuii  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Coleridge,  Williams,  aod  Willes,  JJ.,    and 
WatfiOD,  B. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  31,  1857. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Wightman  and  Cresswell,  JJ. 

and  Mabtin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Gorbutt.  {a) 

Embezzlemeni — Larceny — Evidence — SiaL  14  Sf  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  14. 

A.  was  employed  as  cashier  by  B,  It  was  his  duty  to  receive  money^ 
to  enter  it  in  a  cash-booh  as  coming  from  the  customers  by  whom  it  was 
fHtidj  and  to  keep  safely  for  the  use  of  his  master  so  much  as  was  not 
lawfully  disbursed  by  him.  He  uhis  not  required  to  keep  the  moneys 
so  received  distinct  in  speeicy  but  he  was  responsible  for  the  aggregate^ 
forming  one  cash  balancey  allounng  for  his  disbursements.  Pay^ 
ments  were  made  by  customers  to  B.  himself  or  to  other  persons  in  his 
employment^  and  the  sums  were  handed  over  to  A.  either  by  B.  or 
Aose  other  persons.  On  eight  occasions  A.  had  entered  in  his  cash' 
book  less  than  the  amount  actually  received  from  the  customer,  and 
aeeounied  for  the  difference  by  entering  an  allowance  of  discount  to 
the  customer  larger  than  the  amount  actually  allowed  ;  but  he  credited 
the  customer  in  the  ledger  with  the  correct  amount.  On  several 
cceadonsy  also,  he  had  misadded  his  cash-boohy  so  that  the  total  of 
receipts  at  the  foot  of  the  page  appeared  less,  and  the  total  ofdisburse^ 
ments  more  than  it  ought  to  have  appeared.  A  deficiency  to  a  con^ 
nderahle  amount  was  shown  upon  a  balance  of  his  accounts.  A. 
being  indicted  for  larceny  of  money  from  his  masters,  was  convicted 
of  that  offence;  but  upon  a  case  reserved: 

Hddy  thiU  there  was  abundant  evidence  of  embezzlement,  but  no  evidence 
rf  larceny :  and  that  although  upon  the  indictment  for  larceny  there 
might  have  been  a  conviction  for  embezzlement,  under  14  ^  15  Vict, 
c.  100,  s.  14,  yet  the  conviction  for  larceny,  not  being  warranted  by  the 
evidence,  must  be  quashed. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county 
of  Lancaster,  holden  by  adjournment  at  Preston,  the  2nd  day 
of  July,  1856,  before  F.  B.  Addison,  Esq.,  chairman,  and  others, 
jastices,  William  Gorbutt  was  tried  upon  an  indictment,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy : — 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  BirrLBsroN,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Embezzlement 
or  larceny. 


Lancashire,  \  The  jurors,  &c,  present,  that  William  Gorbntt,  late 

to,  wit.  /of,  &c.,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  A. d.  1856,  at,  &c., 
was  servant  to  ^William  Acroyd  and  another,  and  that  the  ssdd 
William  Gorbutt  being,  and  whilst  he  was  such  servant  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  on,  &c,  at,  &c.,  certain  money,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  300/.,  the  property  of  the  said  William  Acroyd  and  another, 
his  masters  as  aforesaid,  from  the  said  William  Acroyd  and 
another,  his  said  masters,  feloniously  did  steal,  take  and  carry 
away ;  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

Second  count — In  the  same  form,  for  another  larceny  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  time  of 
the  committing  of  the  said  offence  charged  in  the  first  count. 

The  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence : — 

The  prisoner  entered  the  service  of  the  prosecutors,  William 
Acroyd  and  WiUiam  Farrar  Acroyd,  in  July,  1855.  On  the  4th  of 
February,  1856,  he  was  appointed  their  cashier,  and  he  was  their 
servant  in  that  capacity  during  the  transactions  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. It  was  his  duty,  as  cashier,  to  receive  moneys  payable  to 
the  prosecutors,  to  enter  such  moneys  in  his  cash-book  as  coming 
from  the  respective  customers,  by  whom  they  were  paid,  and  safely 
to  keep,  for  the  use  of  the  prosecutors,  the  said  moneys,  or  so  mucn 
thereof  as  was  not  lawfully  disbursed  by  him  on  their  account. 
He  was  not  required  to  keep  distinct  from  each  other  in  specie  the 
respective  sums  received  from  the  several  parties  making  payments, 
but  the  aggregate  of  the  said  sums  (less  by  the  prisoner's  disburse- 
ments) formed  one  cash  balance,  for  which  he  was  responsible  to 
the  prosecutors. 

It  was  likewise  his  duty  to  keep  the  ledger,  wherein  each  cus- 
tomer was  debited  with  such  demands  as  the  prosecutors  had 
against  him,  and  credited  for  his  payments  to  the  prosecutors.  On 
several  occasions  after  the  4th  of  February,  1856,  payments  were 
made  by  customers  to  each  of  the  prosecutors,  and  to  other  persons 
in  their  employ. 

Shortly  after  each  of  such  payments  the  money  was,  by  the 
person  so  receiving  the  same,  handed  over  to  the  prisoner  as  cashier, 
and  as  a  payment  made  by  such  respective  customer  to  the  prose- 
cutors. It  was  the  prisoner's  duty  to  debit  himself  in  his  cash- 
book  with  every  such  payment,  and  credit  the  customer  with  such 
payment  in  the  prosecutors'  ledger. 

The  prosecutors,  by  themselves,  or  one  of  them,  examined  the 
prisoner's  accounts  occasionally. 

The  prosecutor,  William  Farrar  Acroyd,  examined  them  on 
Saturday,  the  3lst  May,  1856,  when  the  prisoner  produced  his 
cash-book,  showing  that  there  should  be  then  in  his  hands  a  balance 
of  360/.  12^.  4^^.,  which  amount  the  prisoner  then  stated  was  the 
real  balance  then  due  from  him  to  the  prosecutors.  He  further 
stated  that  he  then  had  in  his  hands,  on  account  of  the  prosecutorai, 
356/.  17 s.  10(/,,  which,  with  three  small  sums  due  to  him  from  the 
prosecutor,  William  Acroyd,  made  up  the  above  balance,  except 
a  small  deficiency  of  threepence,  and  he  produced  the  following 
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account  of  the  money  in  his  hands,  and  represented  the  same  to  be 

correct,  viz. :—  Gobbutt. 

£    *.    d.  

Bank  of  England  Notes     265    0    0  1857. 

vOIU    •••  •••  •••  ••«  a(  «,,  «,*  ««a  Oia  U  U  ^~^^~ 

Haif-Crowns  25  17     6  Embettlemeni 

Shillings        10  16     0  or  larctnj/. 

Sixpences  and  Fonrpenny-pieces 

vVppCa  •••  •••  •••  •••  •••  •••  ••• 

Money  owing  by  Mr.  A.     ...        ...        ... 

Ditto  Ditto        ...        ...        ...        ...        ... 

Ditto  Ditto        ..«        ..'         ...        ...        ... 


£360  12     li 

And  the  prisoner  then  produced  and  exhibited  the  bank  notes  and 
coin  mentioned  in  such  account,  and  the  same  was  then  left  in 
his  hands. 

On  Monday  the  2nd  day  of  June,  1856,  the  prosecutor,  William 
Farrar  Acroyd,  observed  that  the  prisoner  had  in  his  cash-book 
debited  himself  with  a  sum  of  731/.  5s.  \0d.^  as  a  payment  from 
Luccock,  Lupton  &  Company,  19th  May,  1856,  whereas  the  true 
amount  of  such  payment  was  751/.  5s.  l(Xi.,  which  last-mentioned 
8am  had  actually  been  received  by  William  Farrar  Acroyd  himself^ 
and  by  him  handed  over  to  the  prisoner  on  the  day  following 
each  receipt,  viz.,  the  20th  May,  as  a  payment  by  the  said 
Loccock,  Lupton  and  Co.,  and  the  prisoner  himself  had,  in  the 
ledger  where  a  debtor  and  creditor  account  was  kept  with 
Lucoock,  Lupton  and  Co.,  given  Luccock,  Lupton  and  Co.  credit 
for  the  true  amount  of  75 17.  5s.  \0d.^  so  that  by  such  false  entry 
io  the  cash-book,  the  prisoner  had  made  the  balance  in  his  hands, 
18  abovementioned,  appear  less  than  it  should  have  done  by  20/. 
William  Farrar  Acroyd  therefore  charged  the  prisoner  with  such 
fraud,  took  possession  of  all  that  there  was  then  remaining  in  the 
hands  of  the  prisoner  as  cashier,  and  which  was  as  follows,  viz. : — 

£     s,    A 
Bank  of  England  Notes 85    0    o 

\901Q  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  .•*  ...  ..»         oJl       V      \i 

Half-Growns           ...        ...  ...        ...        ...        ...  36  17  6 

Shillings       •••         ...         ...  ...         .>•         ...         ...  10  15  0 

Chopper          ...         .           <..  ...         ...         ...         ...  0  0  4 

Sixpences  and  Fourpenny- pieces 3  5  0 

Taken  by  the  prisoner  to  Carr  Mill  to  obtain  change 
Paid  on  Mr.  Acrojd's  account  (as  above) 

£320  12     1} 

Bdng  40/.  less  than  the  balance  which  the  prisoner  had  shown  on 
the  31st  of  May,  though  he  had  made  no  payment,  nor  was  there 
any  other  circumstance  that  could  occasion  such  diminution  law- 
fully. 

That  upon  examining  the  books  kept  by  the  prisoner,  false 
entries  were  found,  the  correction  of  which  would  show  a  further 
deficiency  to  the  amount  of  1 70^,  and  some  of  which  were  of  this 
nature. 


£216 

17 

10 

...     100 

0 

0 

...         «f 

14 

3J 
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The  prisoner  had  entered  in  his  cash-book^  under  date  of  7th 
May,  that  he  had  received  from  David  Midgley  cash  S65L  4«.»  and 
that  he  had  allowed  him  a  discount  of  1421  6$.^  whereas  the  sum 
really  received  by  the  prisoner  from  David  Midgley  was  370/.  4j:., 
and  the  real  discount  allowed  was  9/.  St.,  and  the  prisoner  had 
signed,  in  due  course,  a  receipt  acknowledging  the  payment  by 
David  Midgley  of  cash  to  the  true  amount  of  370r4«.,  and  had  in  the 
ledger  (where  a  debtor  and  creditor  account  was  kept  with  David 
Midgley )y  given  him  credit  for  the  right  aggregate  amount  of 
379^  lOs.  Eight  false  entries  of  this  kind,  including  the  cases  of 
Luccock  &  Co.,  and  Midgley,  were  found  in  the  cash-book,  effecting 
an  aggregate  fraud  of  632.  The  dates  of  them  extend  from  7th 
February  to  19th  May. 

Another  class  of  the  prisoner's  false  entries  consisted  of  misad- 
ditions  in  his  cash-book,  t.  e.  adding  his  receipts  at  the  bottom  of 
the  page  to  less,  and  his  disbursements  and  allowances  of  discounts 
to  more  than  the  true  amounts. 

Those  given  in  evidence  extended  from  the  6th  March  to  the 
20th  May. 

It  was  not  further  shown  at  what  particular  time  any  sum  was 
misapplied  by  the  prisoner,  nor  were  his  deficiencies  further 
traced  to  or  identified  with  any  of  the  particular  sums  to  which 
the  false  entries  related. 

Counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended,  that  the  facts  above  stated 
were  no  more  than  a  general  deficiency  in  the  prisoner's  accounts, 
and  were  not  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  proving  the  prisoner 
guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  indictments 

The  Chairman  directed  the  jury — 

1st.  That  as  there  was  proof  of  a  deficiency,  and  no  proof  that 
it  arose  from  any  other  transactions  than  those  which  the  false 
entries  were  maae  with  an  evident  purpose  to  disguise  and  con- 
ceal there,  was  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  that  the 
deficiency  did  arise  from  those  transactions. 

2nd.  That  the  nature  of  the  false  entries  afforded  evidence  from 
which  a  jury  might  infer  that  the  deficiency  did  not  arise  from 
negligence  or  accident,  but  was  wilful  and  fraudulent. 

3rd.  That  such  false  entries,  commencing  almost  from  the  time 
of  the  prisoner's  appointment  as  cashier  and  systematically  con- 
tinued, relating  also  to  matters  with  respect  to  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  make,  without  unreasonable  delay,  correct  entries,  were 
evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  that  he  received  the 
moneys  to  which  the  said  entries  related,  with  no  intention  to 
apply  the  same  faithfully,  but  with  a  preconceived  intention  to 
apply  the  same  or  some  part  thereof  to  his  own  use. 

4tb.  That  if  the  jury  should  make  the  inferences  above  men- 
tioned, they  might  convict  the  prisoner  upon  this  indictment. 

The  jury  found  a  general  verdict  of  Guilty,  and  the  court  sen- 
tenced the  prisoner  to  four  years'  penal  servitude,  but  states  this 
case  to  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  and  requests  the  opinion  of 
Her  Majesty's  Judges,  whether  tne  prisoner  has  been  duly  con* 
victed. 
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The  following  cases  were  cited. in  argument:  (R,  v.  Grove,  7        ^''*'- 
Car.  &  P.  635 ;  R.  v.  Hall,  Kuss.  &  Ry.  463 ;  R,  v.  Chapman,     Gorbutt. 
1  Cox  Grim.  Gas.  47  ;  R.  y.  Moah,  ante,  p.  60 ;  25  L.  J.  Rep.  66, 
M.C.)  

This  case  was  set  down  for  argument  on  Saturday,  January  Embezzlement 
24th,  before  the  judges  who  then  constituted  the  court  (Pollock,     orlarctny. 
C.  B.,  Wightman  and  Gresswell,  J  J.,  and  Martin  and  Watson, 
BB.) ;  but  no  counsel  were  instructed  to  argue. 

Cresswell,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
This  case  was  sent  from  the  Sessions  at  Preston.  The  indictment 
was  agunst  the  defendant  as  a  servant  for  stealing,  not  for  cm-  ^ 
bezzling.  The  evidence  set  out  is  rather  long.  It  appears  that 
the  learned  Chairman  put  Several  questions  to  the  jury,  and  he  says 
the  jury  found  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the  court  sentenced 
the  prisoner  to  four  years^  penal  servitude.  He  states  a  case  to  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  and  requests  the  opinion  of  Her 
Majesty^s  Judges  whether  the  prisoner  has  been  duly  convicted. 
Of  course,  he  means  to  inquire  whether  the  evidence  set  out  was 
such  as  would  warrant  a  verdict  of  Guilty.  Now,  we  think  there 
is  abundant  evidence  of  embezzlement,  but  not  evidence  of  steal- 
ing; and  although,  under  the  clause  in  the  recent  act  of  Parlia- 
meut,{b)  a  prisoner  indicted  for  stealing  may  be  convicted  of 
embezzlement,  yet  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  stealing,  if  there  is 
only  evidence  of  embezzlement.  Therefore  we  think  the  verdict 
was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence,  and  the  conviction  must  be 
reversed.  Conviction  revers€d*{c) 

(6)  14  &  \h  VicL  c  100,  s.  U. 

(e)  We  have  been  informed  that,  in  fisct,  the  indictment  in  this  case  was  in  the  ordinary  form 
of  aa  indictment  for  embezzlement ;  bnt  that  by  mistake  it  was  set  oot  in  the  case  as  an 
indietment  for  larce&j  from  the  master.  Assuming  the  charge  to  have  been  embezzlement 
and  not  larcenj,  the  decision  might  seem  to  afford  some  sanction  of  authority  upon  points  not 
freviooalj  decided.  In  the  first  plaee,  the  indictment  alleged  two  charges  only ;  bnt 
wideoee  seems  to  have  been  received  upon  the  trial  of  at  least  eight  different  instances  of  false 
eotries  respecting  suras  received  by  the  prisoner  on  account  of  his  masters;  and  this  is 
eertainly  contrary  to  the  nsual  practice,  which  confines  the  proof  to  the  sums  specifically 
dmged  in  the  indictment.  If  evidence  may  be  given  of  any  number  of  different  transactions, 
io  which  the  prisoner  has  not  duly  entered  and  aocoanted  for  the  sums  received,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  in  the  particular  instances  charged  the  errors  were  not  the  result  of 
accident  or  carelessness,  the  legislative  provision,  permitting  three  distinct  charges  arising 
within  a  period  of  six  months  to  be  included  in  one  indictment,  seems  very  unnecessary. 
Seeoodlj,  with  respect  to  money  which  had  been  paid  by  a  customer  to  the  maiiter  himself,  and 
which  was  afterwards  by  the  master  handed  over  to  the  prisoner,  a  question  would  9xha% 
whether  that  was  money  received  for  and  on  account  of  the  master  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  a^inst  embezzlement:  (7  &  8  Geo  4,  c.  29,  s.  47.)  In  R,  v.  Masters  (1  Den.  C.  G. 
SS2  ;  3  Cox  Grim.  Gas.  178),  it  was  held,  that  where  money  was  paid  by  a  customer  to  a  fellow- 
servant  of  the  prisoner,  and  by  that  servant  handed  over  to  the  prisoner,  whose  dut^  it  was  to  pay 
it  over  to  his  master's  cashier,  that  was  a  receipt  of  the  money  on  account  of  his  master, 
beeaxwe  the  money  was  then  m  course  of  transit  from  the  customer  to  the  master ;  and  upon 
thai  ground  the  coart  distingnisfaed  R.  v.  Murray  (1  Moo.  G.  G.  276),  where  the  prisoner 
VBceivMi  from  a  fellow-servant  money  which  the  master  had  given  him  to  be  applied  to  a 
paxticutar  purpose.  It  is  observable,  at  all  events,  that  'no  case  has  yet  decided  that  the 
statute  of  embezzlement  applies  to  the  receipt  of  money  which  has  once  reached  the  master's 
bands,  and  Is  by  him  handed  over  to  a  person  in  his  employment.  Nor  can  the  present 
be  regarded  as  a  decision  upon  these  points.  Tbe  observation  in  the  judgment  that  there 
abundant  evidence  of  embezzlement  is  not  at  all  necessary  to  the  decision,  which  proceeded 
apeo  the  aasnmptiuo  that  tbe  prisoner  was  convicted  of  larceny;  nor  does  the  expression 
aeeesssriJy  import  that  if  the  indictment  had  charged  embezzlement  instead  of  larceny,  tlie 
oooTictioff^or  that  oflfonce  might  not  have  been  open  to  some  objection. 

FOL.   VII.  Q 


226  CRIMINAL   LAW   CASES. 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

July  22,  1856. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,    C.J.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  J,I., 

and  Alderson    and  Bbamwell,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Cross  and  Letland.  (a) 

Evidence — Compulsory  examination  of  bankrupt — AdmissUnUiy  of. 

The  examination  of  a  bankrupt  as  to  his  trade  dealing  and  effects^  laW' 
fuUy  taken  under  sect,  \\1  of  \2  ^13  Vict,  c,  106,  is  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him  on  a  criminal  charge  arising  out  of  the  very 
matters  as  to  which  he  was  so  examined: 

So  held,  in  a  case  where  the  bankrupt  was  tried  with  another  for  a  con* 
spiracy  4o  defeat  the  remedies  of  the  bankrupts  creditors  by  means  of 
O'  judgment  and  execution,  founded  on  a  fictitious  debt ;  and  where 
the  bankrupt  had  been  cross-examined  in  the  Bankruptcy  Court  as  to 
the  concoction  of  that  fraud, 

THIS  case  was  reserved  by  Martin,  B.,  before  whom  the 
prisoners  were  tried  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  Assizes,  1856, 
They  were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  to  defeat  the  remedies  of  the 
rightful  creditors  of  the  prisoner,  John  Cross,  by  means  of  a  judg- 
ment against  him,  and  execution  thereon  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  at  Lancaster,  under  which  his  goods  were  seized,  the 
Alleged  debt  for  which  the  judgment  was  ^ven  being  fictitious. 
John  Cross  was  duly  made  bankrupt,  and  examined  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  before  the  Corami6sioner(d)  at  Manchester.  His  exami- 
nation was  offered  in  evidence  against  him.  It  was  objected  to  by 
his  counsel,  who  stated  that  Willes,  J.,  had  admitted  similar 
evidence  at  York,  but  reserved  the  question  for  the  opinion  of 
this  court.  The  learned  judge  adopted  the  same  course  in  the 
present  case. 

The  case  was  set  down  for  argument  on  the  3rd  May,  1856, 
before  Jervis,  C. J.,  Coleridge,  Wightman  and  Cresswell,  JJ.,  and 
Martin,  B. 

Wlieelcr^  for  the  prisoner,  commenced  his  argument  against  the 

{(i)  RepArted  by  A.  BnTLEsroN,  Esq.,  Barrister-itt-Law. 

{h^  The  exnminatinn,  in  fact,  appearrf  to  have  taken  place  before  the  Rc^gittrar:  (see  the 
obecrvations  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  R.  ▼.  ScoU,  ante^  p.  174.) 
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admissibility  of  the  document,  and  reference  was  made  to  Sloggetfs  Reg. 

case,  ante,  p.  1 39 ;  but  the  court  thought  it  necessary  that  a  copy  of  the  _  *'• 

examination  should  be  added  to  the  case,  in  order  that  the  court  might  ^  Jd 

see  whether  the  examination  was  lawfully  taken  under  section  117  Lkylamd. 
of  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  and  they  ordered 
it  to  be  amended  accordingly. 

The  following  copy  of  the  examination  was  subsequently  added  Evidence— 

to  the  case : Exammation  of 


1856. 


d  batikrupL 


The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act. 
In  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  Manchester. 

The  fifth  day  of  February,  1856. 

I,  John  Cross,  of  Bolton  Le  Moors,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  innkeeper, 
the  person  declared  a  bankrupt  under  a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy, 
filed  on  the  16th  day  of  January,  1856,  do  solemnly  promise  and  declare  that  I 
will  make  true  answer  to  all  such  questions  as  may  be  proposed  to  fne  respecting 
an  the  property  of  me  the  said  John  Cross,  and  all  dealmgs  and  transactions 
relating  thereto,  and  will  make  a  full  and  true  disclosure  of  all  that  has  been 
done  with  the  said  property  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information  and 
bdiel 

(Signed)  John  Cross. 


The  said  John  Cross  having,  on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  above 
mentioned,  duly  made,  signed,  and  subscribed  the  solemn  promise  and  declara- 
tion required  .by  law  to  be  made,  signed  and  subscribed  by  bankrupts  in  lieu  of 
an  oath  before  me  Nicholas  Simons,  Esq.,  Registrar,  acting  for  William  Thomas 
Jemmett,  Esq.,  with  his  consent  in  writing,  he  being  one  of  the  Commissioners 
of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  acting  in  the  prosecution  of  the  said 
petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  I  proceeded  to  examine  him  touching 
the  diaeovery  of  his  estate  and  effects,  and  on  the  following  questions  being  put 
and  propounded  to  him  the  said  John  Cross,  he  gave  the  several  answers  hereto 
respectively  following  each  question,  that  is  to  say, 

Q.  Do  you  know  William  Ramsden,  of  Bolton,  butcher?      A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  Did  he  ever  lend  yon  any  money?    A.  No.     Q.  Did  you  ever  give  him  a 
pMNDiaflory  note  for  70/.  or  any  other  amount  ^  A.  I  don't  know :  if  I  did,  I've 
forgot.     Q.  Did  yon,  or  did  you  not?    A,  Well,  I  cannot  remember  doing  it. 
't  Q.  Did  he  not  serve  you  with  a  writ  in  the  mouth  of  December  last  for  70/.  ? 

A.  Yes.  I  got  a  writ  from  Ramsden;  this  is  it  now  produced.  Q.  Who 
served  yon  with  it  ?  A,  I  don't  know.  I  cannot  speak  to  it.  Q.  Was  it 
somebody  from  Preston  f  A.  I  don't  know.  There  was  somebody  from 
Preston  left  a  paper  with  my  Missus.  Q.  When  was  it  left  ?  A,  Some  time 
beginning  of  this  year.  Q.  Did  Ramsden  ever  apply  to  you  for  money  before 
yon  got  the  writ  ?  A,  No.  Q.  Did  you  ever  enter  an  appearance  to  that  writ  ? 
A.  No.  Q.  Did  the  sheriff^s  officer  take  possession  under  that  writ  for 
Ramsden's  debt  i  A.  Yes ;  a  sheriff's  bailiff  of  the  name  of  Massey  came  from 
Preston,  and  took  possession.  Q.  Why  did  you  not  enter  an  appearance  to  the 
writ  if  jon  owed  Ramsden  no  money?  A.  I  did  not  know  that  I  had  any 
oocasioa.  Q.  Did  Ramsden  come  to  your  house  whilst  Massey  was  in  posses- 
sion ?  A.  i^o,  I  never  saw  him.  Q.  Was  this  placard  issued  to  sell  op  for 
Ramsden,  the  placard  having  Thomas  Massey  at  the  foot,  and  markea  B.  ? 
A.  Yes.  Q.  At  the  time  when  that  sale  was  to  have  taken  place,  had  you 
leodved  a  sonimons  from  the  Bankruptcy  Court  in  respect  of  a  debt  of  158/.  14«. 
yon  owed  to  Messrs.  Moxon  and  Sons  ?  A,  Yes.  Q.  When  you  say  that  you 
did  not  know  yon  had  any  occasion  to  enter  an  appearance,  had  you  never  had 
a  writ  before  f  Yes,  about  eighteen  months  before,  but  I  cannot  speak  exactly 
to  the  tinoa.  Q-  Did  you  enter  an  appearance.to  that  ?  A,  Yes;  I  gave  orders  to 
yoo  to  do  it.  0-  Then  why  did  yon  not,  if  you  owed  Ramsden  no  money,  do 
tbe  same  ?     A.  I  thought  there  was  no  occasion.     Q.  Do  you  know  John 

Q  2 
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R«<»'         Murphjr,  of  Bolton,  agent  and  debt  collector  ?    A.  Yes.    Q.  Have  jrou  odn- 
^  ^'  suited  him  about  your  affairs  ?    A.  No.     Q.  Whom  did  you  consult  about  your 

Y^^        affairs?    A.  Farnworth,  a  sherirs  officer,  at  Preston.     Q.  Was  that  before 

LRYLJotD      you  got  Ramsden's  writ  ?    A.  Yes.     Q.  How  long  before  you  got  Rarasden'a 

'      writ  ?    -4.  A  few  days.     Q.  Through  whom  did  you  become  acquMnted  with 

1866.         Mr.  Farnworth  ?    A.  Through  James  Leyland,  telling  me  he  was  a  likely  mao 
\         to  make  my  affairs  right.  Q.  Where  did  you  have  an  interview  with  Farnworth? 

Evidence —     A.  At  his  house  at  Preston.     Q.  Who  took  you  to  Farnworth?    A,  James 
Examination  rf  I^eyland  took  me  there.   I  had  never  seen  him  before.   Q.  What  did  Farnworth 

a  hankrupu  advise  you  to  do  ?  A.  Farnworth  advised  me  to  have  a  sale,  put  the  money  in 
my  pocket,  and  then  offer  the  creditors  as  much  as  I  could  pay  them.  Q.  Waa 
Ramsden's  name  mentioned  at  the  time  you  were  with  Leyland  at  Famworth'a 
of  Preston  ?  A»  I  cannot  say  it  was.  Q.  When  did  you  consult  Leyland  about 
your  afiiairs,  which  made  him  go  with  you  to  Preston  ?  A,  About  six  weeks  or 
so  before  New  Year*s  Day  last.  Q.  Were  yon  in  difficulties  at  that  time  ? 
A,  Yes.  Q.  What  did  Leyland  advise  you  to  do  ?  il.  He  advised  me  to  have 
a  sale,  put  the  money  in  my  pocket,  and  pay  the  creditors  as  far  as  it  went. 
Q.  What  was  the  final  arrangement  made  between  you  and  Farnworth,  after 
you  had  consulted  him  along  with  Leyland  P  A,  It  was  agreed  that  he  waa  to 
sell,  and  his  man  Maseey  afterwards  came  in.  Q.  Did  you  or  Leyland  pay 
Farnworth  any  money?  A,  Yes,  Leyland  did.  Q.  How  much?  A.  Kve 
pounds  first,  and  five  pounds  afterwards,  and  the  last  six  pounds,  something 
altogether  about  seventeen  pounds.  Q.  Whose  money  was  that  ?  A,  It  was 
mine.  I  found  it  to  pay  Farnworth.  Q,  What  for  doing  ?  A,  For  these 
friendly  writs.  Q,  What  friendly  writs?  J.  Ramsden's  and  John  Lowe's, 
a  tailor,  of  Bolton.  Q.  Did  you  owe  John  Lowe  anything  ?  A.  No.  Q.  How 
much  was  John  Lowe's  writ  for  ?  A,  Twenty  pounds  odd.  Q.  Who  men- 
tioned Ramsden's  and  Lowe's  names  to  you?  A.  I  cannot  speak  to  that. 
Q.  How  long  had  you  known  Ramsden  and  Lowe  ?  il.  A  good  many  years. 
Q.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  attending  foot  races  ?  A.  Yes,  I've  been  to  many 
a  one.  Q.  Did  Ramsden,  Lowe  and  Leyland  use  to  go  with  you  ?  A,  Ramsden 
and  Lowe  never  went  with  me,  but  Leyland  has  been  many  a  time.  Q.  What 
was  the  name  of  the  attorney  who  issued  the  writs  ?  A.  It  was  Mr.  Stanley,  of 
Preston.  Q.  Did  vou  ever  see  Mr.  Stanley?  A.  Yes;  once  when  I  was  at 
Famworth's  house  he  came  in.  Q.  Had  vou  sent  for  him  ?  A^  No.  Q.  What 
took  place  when  Stanley  came  in  ?  J.  I  don't  know.  Farnworth  and  he  were 
talking  together  at  the  opposite  side  of  the  room.  Q.  How  did  Farnworth 
know  that  Ramsden's  and  Lowe's  names  were  to  be  used  in  the  friendly  writs? 
A.  I  don't  know.  I  am  sure  I  did  not  tell  him.  Q*  Was  Leyland  with  you  at 
this  time  ?  A,  Yes ;  he  went  in  the  first  train  on  Sunday  morning,  and  I  went 
by  the  twenty  minutes  past  two  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day.  Q.  Did  the 
interview  between  you  and  Stanley  and  Leyland  and  Farnworth  take  place  on 
the  Sunday  ?   A,  Yes.     Q.  When  yon  got  to  Preston  whom  did  you  first  see  ? 

A,  I  saw  Leyland,  he  met  me  at  the  train,  and  in  an  hour  or  so  afterwards  he 
took  roe  to  Famworth's.     Q.  Who  was  to  sell  under  this  posting  bill  marked 

B,  before  referred  to  ?  A.  Farnworth,  the  sheriff's  officer.  Q.  Did  Farnworth 
come  over  on  Friday,  the  18th  of  January  last»  to  sell?  A.  Yes.  Q.  Did  he 
sell?  il.  No;  I  told  him  the  Bankrupt  Court  was  in  possession.  Q.  How 
long  had  Massey,  Famworth's  man,  been  in  possession  up  to  the  18th 
January  ?  J.  I  believe  he  came  on  the  Monday  before.  Q.  How  long  before 
this  had  you  had  any  malt  from  Messrs.  Mozons,  of  Pontefract,  your  creditors  ? 
A.  About  four  months.  Q.  Did  you  brew  that  malt  ?  A,  Yes,  all  but  two 
loads,  which  I  sold  to  the  landlord  of  the  White  Lion ;  he  was  witiiout,  waiting 
for  some  he  had  ordered.  Q.  What  did  you  sell  him  that  at  ?  A,  1  sold  it 
him  at  53«.  a  load ;  at  this  time  I  had  not  got  Messrs.  Mozons'  invoice,  and  I 
agreed  with  him  he  was  to  pay  me  invoice  price  in  the  event  of  its  being  more. 
Q*  Did  you  sell  anybody  else  any,  either  malt  or  hops,  about  this  time  ?  il.  I 
cannot  say,  but  to  the  best  of  my  belief  I  did  not.  Q.  Did  you  never  sign  a 
promissoi7  note  to  William  Ramsden  which  John  Ball,  fishmonger,  witnessed  ? 
il.  No,  I  don't  believe  I  ever  did.  Q.  Did  not  Massey  and  Farnworth  both  give 
up  possession  of  your  house  on  the  18th?    il.  Yes;  on  the  same  morning. 
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Q.  To  whom  did  ^M»ej  give  the  keys  of  the  wine  cellar,  spirit  cellar,  and  ale        Rkg. 
cellar  ?    A,  I  believe  he^ave  them  to  Farnwortb.  v, 

'*JoHN  Cbobb."  Cross 

AMD 

The  case  was  again  mentioned  on  3lRt  May,  but  it  was  not     Lbylamo. 
aif^ed,  in  conseqaence  of  Baron  Martin  stating  that  he  had  reserved        i^^q^ 
it  with  the  understanding  that,  without  any  separate  arj^^ument        •; — 
upon  it,  it  should  be  governed  by  the  decision  in  J?,  v.  Scotty  ante,  £^5*^^  /• 

Subsequently  the  judges  present  on  that  occasion  (Lord  Camp- 
belly  C.J.,  Coleridge  and  Willes,  JJ.,  and  Alderson  and  Bram- 
well,  BB.)  considered  both  cases;  and  on  the  22nd  July,  1856^ 
judgment  was  delivered,  affirming  the  conviction  ;  all  the  judges, 
excepting  Coleridge^  J.,  holding  the  evidence  admissible.  The 
reasons  for  the  judgment  were  given  in  the  case  of  i?.  v.  Scott. 

Conviction  affirme(L{c) 

(e)  AltfaoQgh  the  decision  in  tbis  case  followed  that  in  R,  r.  ScoU,  it  has  been  thonf^bt  desirable 
that  both  should  be  reported,  as  the  point  decided  is  neir,  and  has  been  the  subject  of  considerable 
disenanoa  and  some  difference  of  opinion ;  and  as  also  the  special  circumstances  of  each  case 
■Hj  (with  refrrenoe  particularly  to  some  of  tiie  rpmarks  of  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge)  be  con- 
flderad  important,  as  illostrating  the  extent  to  which  the  doctrine  as  laid  down  bj  the  court  is 
applicable. 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  31,  185^. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Coleridge  and  Cresswell,  JJ., 

and  Aldersok  and  Br  am  well,  BB.) 

Reg.  f.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  Township  of  Gate 

FULFORD.  (a) 

Indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  road — Liability  under  inclosure  act — 
Award — Authority  of  the  Commissioners — Evidence  of  repairs — > 
Presumption  of  jurisdiction. 

WherCy  upon  an  indictment  against  the  township  of  G,  F.for  non-repair 
of  a  public  rocui^  situate  in  the  township  of  fV.  F.^  alleging  a  liability 
under  an  award  of  Inclosure  CommissionerSy  it  was  contended  for  the 
defendants  that  the  Inclosure  Act  only  gave  authority  to  t/ie  commis- 
sioners  to  set  out  roads  in  the  township  of  G,  F,  ;  but  evidence  was 
given  for  the  Crown  that  the  township  of  G,  F,  had,  on  several  occasions^ 
repaired  the  road,  as  well  as  others  in  the  township  which  were  not 
public  roads.  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  Crown  subject 
to  a  case  as  to  the  defencUzfifs  liability : 

Heldy  that  assuming  the  contention  of  the  defendants  to  be  correct^  there 
was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  infer  that  at  the  time  when 
the  award  was  made  the  road  lay  entirely  in  G,  F. 

The  road  in  question  was  described  in  the  award  as  ^^  a  carriage  road/* 
it  branched  out  of  a  public  highway j  and  led  to  a  landing-place  on  the 
river  Ouse^  with  a  road  branching  from  it  to  fV.  F,  The  landing^ 
place  was  used  by  the  inhabitants  of  G.  F,  and  W.  F,y  without  paying 
tollf  and  by  all  other  persons  on  payment  of  a  toll  to  the  lord  of  the 
manor.  In  the  award  some  roads  were  described  as  public  highways 
and  roads ;  some  as  public  carriage  roads  and  some  as  private  c€ur^ 
riage  roads  ;  and  one  private  road  wcu  described  as  a  carriage  road 
simply.  The  Inclosure  Act  provided  that  the  public  roads  set  out  by 
the  commissioners  should  be  repaired  by  the  township  of  G.  F. 

Held,  that  the  road  indicted  sufficiently  appeared  to  be  a  public  road  set 
out  under  the  powers  of  the  act,  and  therefore  repairable  by  the  toion- 
ship  of  G.  F. 

THIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  township 
of  Gate  Fulford,  in  the  county  of  York,  for  the  non-repair  of  a 
highway.     It  came  on  to  be  tried  before  the   Honourable  Mr. 

(rt)  Reported  by  A.  Bittleston,  Esq.,  Bariister-at-Law. 
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Justice  Cresswell,  at  the  Sprinsc  Assizes  for  the  said  couDty,  held        Hbo. 
at  York,  on  the  7th  day  of  March,  1855,  when  a  verdict  was  j^H^BrrANTB 
entered  for  the  Crown  on  the  three  first  counts,  the  two  last  being     of  Gatk 
abandoned,  subject  to  the  following  case  reserved  for  the  opinion     Fulfokd. 
of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal.  ^^ 

The   indictment  contained   five   counts;    the  fourth  and  fifth        

coants  were  abandoned  at  the  trial,  and  no  question  arises  upon  Repair  of  high- 

them.  wasf—fnclownt 

Act. 
County  of  York,!  The  jarors  for  our  lady  the  Qaeen  upon  their  oath  present 
to  wit.  J    that  before  the  day  of  the  takinjf  of  this  inquisition  by  a 

eertain  act  of  Parliament  made  in  the  thirtieth  year  of  the  rei^n  of  His  late 
Majesty  Kin^;  6eor)i;e  the  Second  '^  For  dividinf^  and  enclosing  certain  fields 
meadows  and  commons  in  the  manor  of  Fulford  in  the  county  of  York  **  the  said 
manor  of  Fulford  then  and  still  being  in  the  East  Riding  of  the  county  of  York 
aforesaid :  It  was  amongst  other  things  enacted  that  Robert  Bewlay  Richard 
Mason  and  Samuel  Milbourn  therein  described  should  be  and  they  wereAhereby 
nominated  and  appointed  commissioners  for  the  dividing  and  allotting  the  com- 
mon fields  ings  and  commons  in  the  said  act  mentioned  and  for  the  executing  the 
sereral  other  powers  thereinafter  mentioned  and  for  that  purpose  they  the  said 
commissioners  or  the  major  part  of  them  should  within  twelve  calendar  months 
tbeoce  next  ensuing  cause  a  true  and  perfect  survey  and  admeasurement  to  be 
made  by  such  person  or  persons  as  they  or  the  major  part  of  them  should  think 
fit  of  the  said  common  fields  ings  and  commons  or  waste  grounds  so  intended 
to  be  divided  as  aforesaid  and  after  such  survey  and  admeasurement  so  made 
should  set  out  divide  apportion  and  allot  the  same  respectively  in  the  manner 
thereinafter  mentioned.  And  it  was  in  and  by  the  said  act  amongst  other  things 
provided  that  the  said  commissioners  or  the  major  part  of  them  should  have 
power  to  set  out  one  statute  acre  of  land  or  so  much  more  as  they  should  think 
necessary  in  some  part  or  parts  of  the  said  common  fields  or  either  of  them  for 
the  common  use  of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  fields  to  supply  them  from  time 
to  time  with  gravel  or  sand  for  repairing  the  highways  in  the  township  of  Gate 
Fulford  in  the  siud  act  mentioned.  And  it  was  thereby  further  enacted  that  the 
ssid  commissioners  or  the  migor  part  of  them  should  have  power  to  set  out  all 
soch  public  and  private  ways  and  roads  and  ditches  fences  drains  bridges  gates 
and  stiles  as  they  should  think  necessary  or  convenient  in  over  and  upon  the 
lands  so  intended  by  the  said  act  to  be  divided  and  allotted  (so  as  all  such  pubho 
highways  so  to  be  set  out  should  be  of  the  breadth  of  forty  feet  at  least  between 
and  exclusive  of  the  ditches)  and  to  order  and  appoint  by  whom  and  in  what 
manner  all  the  said  roads  and  ways  ditches  fences  drains  bridges  gates  and  stiles 
should  respectively  be  made  and  thereafter  from  time  to  time  repaired  main- 
tained and  kept  in  repair.  And  in  the  said  act  it  was  provided  that  all  such  public 
and  common  highways  when  so  set  out  and  made  as  aforesaid  shbuld  from  time 
to  time  be  repaired  and  kept  in  repair  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of 
Gate  Fulford  in  the  county  of  York.  And  that  after  such  ways  and  roads 
shoold  be  so  set  out  and  made  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons 
in  any  manner  whatsoever  to  use  any  other  public  or  private  way  or  road  in  or 
over  the  said  lands  so  to  be  divided  and  allotted  or  any  of  them.  And  it  was 
thereby  further  enacted  that  the  said  commissioners  or  the  major  part  of  them 
shonld  within  two  years  after  such  survey  and  admeasurement  should  be  made  as 
aforesaid  make  or  cause  to  be  made  an  award  or  instrument  in  writing  in  which 
the?  should  express  the  several  things  in  the  said  act  more  particularly  mentioned 
and  which  said  award  should  contain  amongst  other  things  proper  orders  and 
directions  concerning  such  public  and  private  roads  and  ways  and  concerning 
the  fences  ditches  drains  bridges  gates  and  stiles  in  over  and  upon  the  said  lands 
so  intended  to  be  divided  and  inclosed  as  aforesaid  together  with  all  such  other 
dders  and  directions  a^  they  the  said  commissioners  or  the  major  part  of  them 
should  think  necessary  or  proper  for  the  perfecting  and  completing  the  said 
iatended  division  and  indosure.  And  that  such  award  or  instrument  should  be 
Curly  ingrossed  upon  parchment  and  sealed  and  delivered  by  the  said  oomniis* 
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Rce.         lionerB  or  the  major  part  of  them  aod  then  inrolled  stIenKlbiD  thepabliereftrater 
V.  of&ce  for  nfCMetiaK  deeds  in  the  eaat  riding  of  the  s&id  county  of  York  and  the 

iNHABiTAim  registrar  of  the  Bsid  eist  ridinK  or  bis  deputy  was  Ifaerebj  required  to  inrol  tbe 
OP  Gate       ggid  award  amongst  Che  iDToIments  of  barKiiins  and  iein  uf  lands  iu  the  Mine 
ft-LFOBD.      liding.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  further  present  that 
7771  after  the  raakinK  and  passing  of  the  said  set  the  said  commieatouers  took  apon 

tbem  the  execution  of  tbe  powers  and  autboritiei  so  ?eited  in  them  by  the  said 
Jtrpalro/high-  "^  "^  aforesaid  and  thereupon  witbin  the  said  period  of  twelve  calendar  month* 
tfini—Intlonirt  made  or  caused  to  be  mnde  a  true  and  perfect  survey  and  admeasurement  of  tbe 
Act.  ">'''  common  fields  ings  and  commons  or  waste  grounds  so  intended  to  be 

divided  purstiant  to  the  said  act  and  after  such  surrey  and  admeasiiremeilt 
having  been  so  made  or  caused  to  be  made  did  Mt  out  divide  apportion  and 
allot  tbe  same  common  fields  ings  and  commons  of  waste  grounds  respectively 
iu  the  manner  in  tbe  said  act  mentioned  and  directed  and  amongst  other  things 
did  set  out  divide  apportion  end  allot  one  acre  of  land  in  a  certain  part  of  the 
said  common  fields  so  intended  to  be  divided  and  alkittcd  as  aforesaid  for  the 
common  use  of  the  proprietors  of  tbe  said  fields  to  sapplj  them  from  time  to 
time  with  gravel  or  sand  for  the  purpose  in  the  said  act  mentk>ned  and  did 
also  set  out  such  public  and  private  ways  and  roads  and  bridges  as  they  thought 
necessary  or  convenient  in  over  and  upon  the  lands  so  by  tbe  said  act  intended 
to  be  divided  and  allotted  as  aforesaid  and  amongst  others  the  public  way  or 
road  and  bridge  respectively  beteinafter  partkularly  mentioned  and  alleged  to 
be  out  of  repair  and  executed  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  the  seveml  other 
powers  vested  in  them  by  the  said  act.  And  tbe  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid  further  present  that  after  the  making  and  passing  of  the  add  act 
and  after  the  said  commissioners  had  taken  ii)ion  them  the  execution  of  tbe 
powers  and  authorities  vested  in  them  in  and  by  the  said  act  as  aforesaid  and 
within  two  years  to  wit  immedialely  after  making  such  S4irvey  and  admeasure- 
tnent  as  aforesaid  and  after  completing  such  division  and  allotment  and  after 
eiecuting  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  the  several  other  powers  vested  in  them 
by  the  said  act  to  wit  on  the  tenth  day  of  October  in  tbe  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty-nine  the  major  part  of  the  said  commis- 
sioners to  wit  the  said  Robert  Bewlay  and  tbe  said  Richard  Mason  ilid  make 
or  cause  to  be  made  an  award  or  iastrument  in  writing  in  which  they  did  express 
tbe  sereral  matters  and  things  in  the  sud  act  in  that  behalf  mentioned  and 
which  said  award  or  instrument  in  wntiug  so  msde  as  aforesaid  did  contain 
proper  ordrrs  and  directions  concerning  such  public  and  private  roads  and  ways 
and  concerning  the  fences  ditches  drains  bridges  gates  and  stiles  in  over  and 
upon  the  said  lands  so  bythe  said  act  intended  to  be  divided  and  inclosed  aa  afore- 
said together  with  all  such  other  orders' and  directions  as  they  the  major  psrtof  the 
HJid  commwionersth ought  necessary  or  proper  for  the  perfecting  and  completing 
thesaid  divisioDandinclosureaocordingto  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 
act  and  the  said  award  or  instrument  was  fairly  engrossed  upon  imrcbment  and 
sealed  and  dcUrered  by  the  major  part  of  the  said  commissioners  to  wit  by  the  said 
Robert  Bewlsj  and  Richard  Mason  and  was  then  to  wit  on  the  eighteenth  day  of 
July  unethouaind  seven  hundred  and  siity-three  inrolled  at  full  lengtb  by  the 
then  registrar  (ir  his  deputy  in  the  public  register  office  for  registering  deeds  in  the 
east  riding  of  die  said  county  of  York  ss  was  by  the  ssid  act  directed  in  that 
behalf.  And  ihe  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oatb  aforesaid  further  present  that 
tlie  said  coinmlsaionera  by  their  said  award  amongst  other  allotments  by  them 
therein  made  uf  tbe  said  common  fields  ings  and  commons  or  waste  grounds  by 
the  said  act  iolended  to  be  divided  and  allotted  as  aforesaid  did  thereby  allot 
and  aiTBid  oneacre  of  land  by  certain  abuttals  and  boundaries  in  the  said  award 
mentioned  and  as  the  same  was  then  staked  out  and  they  tbe  said  commission- 
ers did  thertbv  award  that  the  said  one  acre  so  by  them  set  -out  as  aforesaid 
should  be  to  and  for  the  common  nse  of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  common 
fields  lo  aupplj  tbem  ^m  time  to  time  with  gravel  or  sand  for  repairing  the 
bighunys  in  tlie  said  township  of  Gate  Fulford  as  by  the  said  award  reference 
being  thereunto  had  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  which  said  one  acre  was 
so  set  out  allotted  and  awarded  in  a  certain  part  of  tbe  said  common  fields  by 
the  said  act  intended  to  be  divided  and  allMted  u  aforesaid  and  by  reason  of 
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file  premues  and  by  force  of  the  said  act  and  bj  virtue  of  the  said  award  so  in         Reo. 
punuance  thereof  by  the  said  commissioners  made  as  aforesaid  thereupon  was  t. 

and  from  thence  continually  hath  been  and  still  is  held  and  enjoyed  to  and  for  Inhabltahts 
the  common  use  of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  fields  to  supply  them  from  time      o^  Gatb 
to  time  with  f^ravel  or  sand  for  repairing  the  highways  in  the  said  township  of     Fulford. 
Gate  Fulford.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  further         ~~ 

present  that  the  said  commissioners  by  their  said  award  amongst  several  public         * 

and  private  ways  and  roads  made  and  by  them  therein  set  out  and  appointed  jigpo^rofhigh- 
and  which  they  thereby  adjudged  to  be  necessary  and  convenient  to  be  made  y,ay—rnclo8iird 
in  over  and  upon  the  said  lands  intended  to  be  divided  and  allotted  as  aforesaid  j^^i, 

did  order  and  award  that  there  should  be  one  carriage  road  branching  out  of 
the  last  thereinbefore  mentioned  road  (and  which  said  last  hereinbefore  mentioned 
road  is  in  the  said  award  described  to  be  and  is  a  public  carriage  road  leading 
from  the  south  end  of  Fulford  aforesaid  to  Selby  in  the  east  riding  aforesaid  and 
is  part  of  a  common  Queen's  highway  leading  from  the  city  of  York  over  the 
said  townships  of  Water  Fulford  and  Gate  Fulford  and  certain  other  townships 
to  Selby  in  the  said  county)  and  which  said  first  abovementioned  carriage  road  so 
awarded  aa  aforesaid  is  described  in  the  said  award  as  leading  to  Water  Fulford  afore- 
said and  a  certain  landing  place  in  the  said  award  mentioned  that  is  to  say  the 
laodiogplaceacyoininga  certain  public  navigable  river  called  theOuseand  the  said 
commissioners  did  thereby  further  order  and  sward  that  there  should  be  one 
carriage  bridge  over  the  water  sewer  across  the  said  road  so  set  out  as  lastly 
aforesaid  and  in  the  said  award  more  particularly  described  and  the  said  com^ 
misaioneni  did  thereby  further  order  and  award  that  the  said  road  and  bridge 
should  he  made  and  from  time  to  time  kept  in  repair  by  the  inhabitants  of  Gate 
Fulford  aforesaid  in  the  said  award  called  the  township  of  Fulford  aforesaid  as 
by  the   said   award  reference  being  thereunto  had   will  more    fully  and   at 
Itfge  appear  which  said  carriage  road  so  set  out  ordered  and  awarded  by  the 
said  commissioners  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  was  then  and  there  to  wit  in  over 
and  opoD  the  said  lands  so  intended  to  be  divided  and  allotted  as  afores  id  of 
the  breadth  of  forty  feet  at  the  least  to  wit  of  the  breadth  of  forty  feet  between 
and  exclusive  of  the  ditches  and  was  so  set  out  as  aforesaid  in  over  and  upon 
the  said  lands  by  the  said  act  intended  to  be  divided  and  allotted  as  aforesaid 
and  by  reason  of  the  premises  then  and  there  became  and  was  and  from  thence- 
forth continually  hath  been  and  still  is  a  common  public  highway  used  for  all 
the  liege  subjects  of  our  lady  the  now  Queen  and  her  predecessors  to  go  return 
pass  and  repass  on  foot  and  on  horseback  and  with  cattle  carts  and  carriages  at 
their  will  and  pleasure  and  to  be  amended  and  repaired  at  the  general  expense 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  township  of  Gate  Fulford.    And  the  jurors  afore- 
said upon  their  oath  aforesaid  further  say  that  the  whole  of  the  said  carriage 
road  so  set  out  ordered  and  awarded  as  aforesaid  for  the  length  of  divers  to  wit 
three  hundred  yards  and  in  breadth  divers  to  wit  forty  feet  after  the  same  had 
been  so  set  out  ordered  and  awarded  as  aforesaid  and  after  the  making  and 
inrolment  of  the  said  award  of  the  said  commissioners  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid  and  after  the  said  carriage  road  had  been  completed  and  made  to  wit 
on  the  first  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty  four  and  from  thence  continually  afterwards  until  the  day  of  the  taking 
of  this  inquisition  in  the  township  of  Water  Fulford  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  was  and  yet  is  very  ruinous  miry  deep  broken  and  in  great  decay  for 
want  of  due  reparation  and  amendment  of  the  same  so  that  the  Queen's  subjects 
through  the  same  way  with  their  horses  coaches  carts  and  waggons  could  not 
during  the  time  aforesaid  nor  yet  can  go  return  pass  ride  and  labour  without 
great  danger  of  their  lives  and  the  loss  of  their  goods  to  the  great  damage  and 
common  nuisance  of  all  the  Queen's  liege  subjects  through  the  same  way  going 
returning  passing  riding  and  labouring  and  against  the  form  of  the  act  of 
Fariiament  aforesaid  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  her  crown 
and  dignity  and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  township  of  Gate  Fulford 
aforesaid  the  said  carriage  road  so  ordered  and  awarded  as  aforesaid  so  as 
aforesaid  being  in  decay  by  reason  of  the  premises  and  by  force  of  the  said 
Art  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  award  so  in  pursuance  thereof  by  the  said  com- 
missioners made  as  aforesaid  ought  during  the  time  last  aforesaid  to  have 
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Rbo.  repaired  and  amended  and  still  of  right  oufifht  to  repair  and  amend  the  said 

^-  highway  so  being  in  decay  as  aforesaid  when  and  so  often  as  it  hath  been  and 

Inhabitants  g^,^|j  y^  necessary. 

OF  Gate  r£^^  second  and  third  counts  were  precisely  the  same  as  the  first  except  that 

^^^f^f^'  instead  of  describing  the  road  as  being  in  the  township  of  Water  Fulford  in  the 

1856.  county  of  York  the  second  count  described  it  as  being  in  the  parish  of  Gate 

Fulford  in  the  county  aforesaid  and  the  third  count  described  it  as  being  in  the 

Btpcdrof  high'  township  of  Gate  Fulford  in  the  county  aforesaid. 

^<^}f—^^^osu^<^  To  this  indictment  the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.  At  the 
trial  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  put  in  evidence,  and  proved 
the  Act  of  Parliament  and  award  referred  to  in  the  indictment. 
The  award  which  bears  date  the  10th  day  of  October,  1759,  was 
duly  made,  engrossed,  and  inrolled  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  act,  and  all  things  necessary  to  give  validity  to  it  were 
done  and  performed.  Copies  of  the  material  parts  of  the  said  act 
and  award  accompany  this  case,  and  are  to  be  treated  as  part  of  it, 
but  if  necessary  full  copies  of  the  said  act  and  award  are  to  be 
referred  to. 

The  manor  of  Fulford,  mentioned  in  the  said  act  and  award, 
consists  of  the  township  of  Gate  Fulford,  and  part  of  the  township 
of  Water  Fulford,  and  there  is  a  parish  called  Fulford  Ambo,  which 
is  co-extensive  with  the  said  manor.  The  road  indicted,  which  is 
441  yards  long  and  40  feet  wide,  branches  out  of  a  public  highway 
between  York  and  Selby,and  leads  to  a  landing-place  on  tlie  river 
Ouse,  with  a  road  branching  from  it  to  Water  Fulford,  as  herein- 
after described.     It  is  set  out  in  the  award  as  follows : — 

^  And  we  do  order  and  award  that  there  shall  be  one  other 
carriage  road  branching  out  of  this  last-mentioned  road,  and 
leading  to  Water  Fulford,  and  the  landing-place  hereinafter  to  be 
mentioned,  abutting  on  the  allotment  of  the  above-named  Frances 
Barlow,  and  the  heirs  of  the'  said  Edward  Stabler  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  one  carriage  bridge  over  the  water-sewer,  across 
the  road  running  into  the  allotment  of  the  said  Frances  Barlow^, 
which  said  road  and  bridge  shall  be  made,  and  from  time  to  time 
kept  in  repair  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Fulford 
aforesaid."  (J) 

The  landing-place  is  used  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of 
Gate  Fulford  and  Water  Fulford  without  paying  any  toll.  From 
all  other  persons  using  the  said  landing-place,  the  Lord  of  the 

(6)  In  EDd  by  the  award  yarioas  roads  were  set  oat. 

Several  were  described  as  '*  public  highways,  or  roads/^  with  '^  carriage  bridges'*  over  drains 
crossing  the  same ;  and  were  directed  to  be  repaired  bj  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of 
Gate  Fulford. 

Some  as  '*  private  carriage  roads,**  to  be  repaired  by  the  proprietors  of  the  allotments  on 
either  side,  with  carriage  bridges  where  necessary. 

Otliers  as  '*  public  carriage  roads,"  to  be  "repaired  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of 
Fulford," 

And  also  "  one  other  carriage  road  leading  from  Fnlford  aforesaid,  to  the  several  allotmeoti 
on  the  we&t  moor,*'  repairable  by  the  proprietors  of  the  allotments. 

A  plan  was  annexed  to  the  case,  and  some  farther  description  of  the  road  and  adjoining 
allotments  was  given  with  reference  to  the  plan;  but  it  is  believed  that  the  general  sitaatiou 
and  user  of  the  road  will  be  sufficiently  understood  from  the  remaining  statements  in  the  case. 


CBIMINAL  LAW  CASEb.  235 

Manor  of  Fulford  has  been  in  the  habit  of  exacting  a  toll  for  the        Reo. 
use  thereof.  .       •'• 

The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Fulford  is  the  owner  of  the  land  on  of  Gate 
both  sides  of  the  road  as  delineated  on  the  plan,  with  the  exception  Fulford. 
of  the  said  parts  numbered  respectively  2  and  4.  "^^ 

Eyidence  was  given  at  the  trial,  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,        ' 

that  the  road  in  question  was  used  by  all  persons  who  chose  to  use  it  Repair  of  high- 
for  the  purpose  of  going  to  and  from  the  said  landing-place,  for  the  ^fajf—inclosure 
use  of  the  same  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  described ;  and  that  on 
various  occasions  till  within  the  last  fifteen  or  twenty  years  it  had 
been  repaired  from  time  to  time  by  the  surveyors  of  the  highways 
of  the  township  of  Gate  Fulford  and  by  occupiers  of  land  in  that 
township ;  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  such  repairs  materials  had 
been  used  which  had  been  gotten  from  the  acre  of  land  set  out 
under  the  award  for  getting  sand  or  gravel  for  repairing  the  high- 
ways in  the  township  of  Gate  Fulford.  It  was  also  proved,  on 
cross-examination  of  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  that  similar 
repairs  were  done  from  time  to  time  during  the  same  period,  by  the 
said  surveyors  and  occupiers  of  land  in  the  said  township  of  Gate 
Fulford,  to  all  the  bye  roads  as  well  as  the  public  roads  in  that 
township,  and  also  that  repairs  to  the  road  indicted  were  done 
during  the  surveyorship  of  a  Mr.  Wormald,  who  was  proved  to 
have  used  the  said  road  very  much  for  the  purpose  of  carting 
timber  to  and  from  the  said  landing-place. 

The  road  in  question  was  out  of  repair  as  charged  in  the 
indictment. 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  contended  that  under  the 
circumstances  above  set  forth,  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the 
non-repair  of  the  said  road  as  charged  in  the  indictment. 

The  defendants'  counsel  on  the  other  hand  contended : — 

Ist.  That  the  defendants  were  not  liable. 

2nd.  That  the  Commissioners  had  no  power  under  the  act  to 
deal  with  any  part  of  the  manor  which  was  not  in  the  township  of 
Gate  Fulford. 

3rd.  That  they  were  only  empowered  to  throw  on  the  defendants 
the  burden  of  repairing  the  high  roads  over  the  enclosed  landing  in 
the  township  of  Gate  Fulford. 

4th.  That  if  the  road  was  one  which  they  had  authority  to  deal 
with  at  all,  as  ihe^  had  not  by  their  award  declared  it  to  be  a 
public  highway,  they  had  no  power  to  throw  the  burden  of  repair- 
uig  it  on  the  defendants. 

5th.  That  it  could  only  be  made  a  public  highway  by  the 
award. 

If  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the 
defendants  are  not  liable  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  then,^  a 
verdict  thereon  is  to  be  entered  for  them ;  otherwise  the  verdict 
entered  for  the  Crown  is  to  stand. 

The  case  was  argued  May  31,  1856,  before  the  Judges  above- 
named. 

Kemplay  (IF.  Hill  with  him)  appeared  for  the  prosecution ;  but 
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Kbo.  The  court  directed  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  to  begin  in 

J      ^'  accordance  with  the  ordinary  practice  of  this  court. 

OF^AM™       ^'  ^^  ^^^^  (Price  with  him)  for  the  defendants. — The  conviction 

FuLPoRD.     cannot  be  sustained.      At  common  law  the  defendants  are  not 

~"        liable  to  this  indictment ;  and  the  prosecutors  are  bound  to  show 

*       clearly  that  the  Inclosure  Act  and  the  award  taken  together,  have 

Repair  of  high-  Cast  upou  the  towuship  of  Gate  Fulford  the  obligation  to  repair 
'^-j^omre  t^^  ^oad  in  question.  This  they  have  failed  to  do.  First,  They 
do  not  shew  this  to  be  a  public  road ;  and  if  it  be  not  a  public 
road,  the  act  of  Parliament  does  not  impose  opon  the  defendants 
the  duty  of  repairing  it ;  nor  does  the  award.  The  award  in  terms 
requires  "  the  township  of  Fulford  "  to  repair,  meaning,  probably, 
the  toum^  as  is  expressed  in  the  award  with  respect  to  another 
road.  But  if  the  award  had  expressly  directed  the  defendants  to 
repair,  the  direction  would  have  been  altogether  invalid  as  being 
tiUra  vires :  (R.  v.  Cottxngkam^  6  T.  R.  20 ;  R.  v.  Richards^  8  T.  R 
634 ;  R.  V.  Erifield^  3  Burn's  Justice,  82  (ed.  1837)^  note  {a) ; 
R.  V.  EdmontOHy  1  Moo.  &  B.  24.)  Now  the  Commissioners  have 
not  set  out  the  road  in  question  as  a  public  road.  They  describe 
it  as  a  carriage-road ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  that  expression  to 
shew  that  they  meant  it  to  be  a  public  road.  On  the  contrary, 
they  describe  some  carriage-roads  as  private,  and  the  only  other 
instance  in  which  they  speak  of  •^a  carrif^e-road"  simply,  they 
evidentlv  mean  a  private  road.  In  addition  to  which  the  user  of 
this  road  is  not  by  the  general  public,  but  only  by  the  inhabitants 
of  the  two  townships.  All  other  persons  who  use  the  landing-place, 
to  which  the  road  is  an  approach,  have  to  pay  a  toll  to  the  Lord  of 
the  Manor  for  permission  to  eo  there :  {Poole  v.  Htuhuson^  1 1  Mee. 
&  W.  827.)  Secondly,  If  the  Commissioners  ,had  declared  this  to 
be  a  public  road,  they  would  have  exceeded  their  powers ;  for  the 
act  only  authorizes  them  to  set  out  such  roads  in  Grate  Fulford, 
and  this  road  is  as  to  a  considerable  part  of  it  in  Water  Fulford.(c) 
[Cresswell,  J. — The  whole  manor  includes  part  of  Water 
Fulford;  and  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners  to 
divide  and  allot  extends  over  the  whole  manor.]  But  the  juris- 
diction to  do  the  particular  act  must  be  clearly  established,  and  not 
left  to  presumption.  [Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — The  jurisdiction 
depends  upon  the  existence  of  a  certain  fact ;  and  if  there  was 
evidence  which  would  warrant  the  jury  in  inferring  the  existence 
of  that  fact,  it  is  enough.  We  are  not  to  consider  here  the  weight 
of  the  evidence.  Cresswell,  J. — The  evidence  of  repairs  done 
by  the  defendants  was  something  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  who 
may  have  inferred  that,  though  at  the  present  time  a  part  of  the 
road  is  considered  to  lie  in  Water  Fulford,  yet,  when  the  award  was 
made,  it  lay  wholly  in  Gate  Fulford.]  In  point  of  fact,  no  such 
question  was  ever  submitted  to  the  jury ;  the  contrary  being 
assumed  as  the  fact;  .but  if  it  had,  they  would  not  have  been 

(e)  Kempkuf  admitted  that  the  defendants  would  not  be  liable,  if  the  commiBsiODen  had 
exceeded  their  jurisdiction  in  setting  out  any  part  of  the  road  indicted. 


1856. 


CBIMINAL  LAW  CASES.  237 

warranted  in  drawing  the  inference  suggested  from  such  evidence        Rko- 
of  repairs  as  was  given  in  this  case :   (-B.  v.  JSnfieldy  per  Lord  jj^^jj^i^j^^f^ 
Tenterden,  C.  J-)  of  Gate 

Kemplay  was  not  heard.  Folpord. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — A  verdict  has  been  found  for  the 
Crown  upon  the  facts  proved ;  and  that  verdict  is  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed, unless  we  can  see  that  the  defendants  are  not  liable  as  R«pmr  qf 
chai^ged  in  the  indictment.  There  was  evidence  from  which  a  ^^cIoswITa^' 
jury  might  infer  that  the  necessary  facts  existed  to  give  the  Com- 
missioners jurisdiction  to  set  out  this  road  as  a  public  road ;  and  if 
thej  had  jurisdiction,  I  think  it  sufficiently  appears  that  they  have 
80  set  it  out  under  the  powers  of  the  act,  and  that  the  defendants 
are,  consequently,  bound  to  repair  it. 

Alderson,  B. — This  is  certainly  a  road  set  out  over  lands 
intended  to  be  inclosed  under  the  act  of  Parliament ;  and  I  think 
also  it  is  a  public  road. 

Coleridge  and  Cresswell,  JJ.,  and  Bbamwell,  B.  con- 
curred 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Jrelanlr* 

COURT  OF  QUEEirS  BENCH. 

June  11  and  12,  1856. 

(Before  Lefroy,  C.  J.,  Crampton,    Perrin,  and  Moore,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  Woodside.  {a) 

Habeas    corpus  —  Conviction    bad   for     uncertainty    of   sentence — 

Exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace. 

On  a  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  the  gaoler  returned  two  com- 
mittals. The  first  was  on  a  conviction  under  the  Summary  Juris- 
diction Act  (14  ^  15  Vict.  c.  92),  dated  the  2\st  Mag,  and  sentenced 
to  two  months*  imprisonment,  and  to  give  bail  to  keep  the  peace  for 
seven  years  ;  the  second  was  on  a  conviction  dated  the  7th  June,  with 
a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for  two  months,  and  without  the  order  to  give 
bail.  The  period  from  which  the  time  of  imprisonment  was  to  be 
computed  was  not  stated  in  either : 

Held,  that  the  first  conviction  was  bad,  as  being  an  excess  of  jurisdiction, 
as  the  magistrates  in  proceeding  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act, 
were  not  justified  in  passing  any  sentence  not  warranted  by  the  act. 

That  the  second  conviction  was  bad  for  uncertainty,  as,  if  the  time  should 
be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  warrant,  the  sentence  would  be  in 
excess  of  the  magistrates'  jurisdiction,  and  there  were  no  means  of 
ascertaining  otherwise  what  the  period  was. 

A  person  proposing  to  exhibit  articles  of  the  peace,  should  be  present  in 
court  when  they  are  sworn  and  exhibited. 

When  articles  of  the  peace  have  been  exhibited  against  a  person,  the 
court  will  direct  that  he  should  be  confined  in  the  gaol  of  the  neigh- 
bourhood where  he  resides,  if  he  so  desire,  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
obtain  bail. 

A  WRIT  of  habeas  corpus  having  issued  to  thegovernor  of  the 
county  Antrim  gaol  to  return  the  body  of  John  Woodside 
into  court,  together  with  the  causes  of  his  detention,  the  follow- 
ing committals  were  returned  in  obedience  to  the  writ : — 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M'Kenna,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Coanty  of  the  Town  of  >      To  the  constables  of  Carrickfergus,  or        Bw», 

CarrickferguSy  to  wit.  j  any  of  them,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  woodsidb. 

gaol  of  the  county  of  Antrim^  at  Belfast,  in  the  said  county  of        

Antrim.  1856. 

Whereas  John  Woodside,  late  of  the  middle  division  of  the  Artiduofike 
county  of  the  town  of  Carrickfergus,  was,  on  the  21st  day  of  May,  peace—  Habea$ 
1856,  duly  convicted  before  the  undersigned,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  corpus, 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  the  town  of 
Carrickfergus,  at  petty  sessions,  and  Steward  Dunne,  Valentine 
William  Magill,  and  tJames  fiarnett,  esquires,  three  odier  of  Her 
ildajesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  the 
town  of  Carrickfergus,  at  said  petty  sessions  assembled,  on  the  oath 
of  Mary  Woodside  and  others,  of  said  middle  division,  for 
that  he  the  said  John  Woodside,  in  the  said  middle  division  of  the 
county  of  the  town  of  Carrickfergus,  on  the  seventh  day  of  May 
last  past,  did  then  and  there  violently  assault  his  wife  Mary 
Woodside,  and  did  threaten  to  take  away  her  life :  it  was  thereby 
adjudged  that  ike  said  John  Woodaidcy  for  his  said  offence,  should  be 
imprisoned  in  the  county  of  Antrim  gaoly  at  Belfast,  in  the  said  county 
of  Antrinij  for  the  space  of  two  calendar  months. 

These  are,  therefore,  to  command  you,  the  said  constables  of 
Carrickfergus,  or  any  of  you,  to  take  the  said  John  Woodside, 
and  him  safely  convey  to  the  county  of  Antrim  gaol,  at  Belfast 
aforesaid,  and  there  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together 
with  this  precept ;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper 
of  the  said  gaol,  to  receive  the  suid  John  Woodside  into  your 
custody  in  the  said  gaol,  and  there  to  imprison  him  for  two 
months. 

Given,  &c,  7th  June,  1856.  John  Lego,  J.  P. 

True  copy  of  second  committal.      j  ^  -^oim^^.  Governor. 

County  of  the  Town  of  1  To  the  constables  of  Carrickfergus,  or 
Carrickfergus,  to  wit.  j  any  of  them,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the 
gaol  of  the  county  of  Antrim,  at  Belfast,  in  the  said  county  of 
Antrim. 

Whereas  John  Woodside,  late  of  the  middle  division  of  the 
county  of  the  town  of  Carrickfergus,  was  this  day  duly  convicted 
before  the  undersigned,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  the  said  county  of  the  town  of  Carrickfergus,  on  the 
oath  of  Mary  Woodside  and  others ;  for  that  the  said  John  Wood- 
side,  in  the  middle  division  of  the  county  of  the  town  of  Carrick- 
fergus, on  the  seventh  day  of  May  instant,  did  then  and  there 
violently  assault  his  wife  Mary  Woodside,  and  did  threaten  to  take 
away  her  life ;  and  it  was  thereby  adjudged  that  the  said  John 
Woodside,  for  his  said  offence,  should  be  imprisoned  in  the  county 
of  Antrim  gaol,  at  Belfast,  in  the  said  county  of  Antrim,  for  the 
space  of  two  calendar  months,  and  to  give  hail,  himself  in  one  hundred 
pounds  and  two  sureties  of  fifty  pounds  each,  fo  keep  the  peace  for  seven 
years. 

These  are,  therefore,  to  command  you  the  said  constables  of 
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SsG.        Carrickfergus,  or  any  of  you,  to  take  the  eaid  John  Woodside, 
Woo''  *°^  ^^™  Bafely  convey  to  the  county  of  Antrim  gaol,  at  Belfast 

'    aforesaid,  and  there  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together 

1866.        with  this  precept,  and  I  do  hereby  command  you  the  said  keeper 

ArttdeTofthe  ^^  ^^  ®*     ^      ^^  receive  the  said  John  Woodside  into  your  cus- 

pe€iee— Habeas  ^^^7  ^^  ^^e  said  gaol,  and  there  to  imprison  him  for  two  calendar 

eorpw.      months,  and,  at  the  end  of  the  said  two  months,  to  be  further 

imprisoned  until  he  gives  bailj  himself  in  one  hundred  pounds  and 

two  sureties   in  fifty  pounds  eachy   to  be  of   the  peace  for  seven 

yearsy  and  for  your  so  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant. 

Given,  &c.,  21st  May,  1856.  John  Legg,  J.  P. 

This  was  accompanied  by  a  certificate  that,  since  the  said  John 
Woodside  was  placed  in  custody  under  the  above  warrant,  another 
committal,  a  copy  of  which  is  firstly  above  stated,  was  handed 
to  the  keeper  of  the  gaol, 

McMechan,  for  the  prisoner,  now  moved  that  the  prisoner  be 
discharged  from  custody,  on  the  ground  of  both  warrants  being 
bad,  when  he  was  stopped  by 

Ferguson^  who  appeared  for  Mrs.  Woodside,  suggesting  that 
there  was  no  necessity  to  ai^ue  upon  the  validity  of  the  warrants, 
as  Mrs.  Woodside's  only  object  was  to  protect  herself  from  future 
violence,  and  he  now  proposed  to  exnibit  articles  of  the  peace 
against  the  prisoner,  already  sworn,  and  moved  that  they  should 
be  filed. 

McMechan. — Articles  of  the  peace  should  be  exhibited  in  the 
neighbourhood  in  which  the  parties  reside :  {Bex  \,  Richard  White^ 
2  Burr.  780.)  In  that  case  the  court  rejected  articles  of  the 
peace,  which  one  Thomas,  of  Devizes,  offered  to  swear  against  the 
defendant,  who  resided  at  the  same  place.  The  reason  was  that 
the  complainant  had  chosen  to  come  up  to  apply  to  the  court 
at  such  a  distance  from  the  defendant's  residence,  which  course 
would  put  the  defendant  to  the  unnecessary  inconvenience  of  being 
brought  up  to  London  instead  of  finding  security  in  the  country. 
Again,  the  exhibitant  should  be  in  court  and  be  sworn  to  the 
articles  here,  and  in  her  absence  they  should  not  be  exhibited. 
It  is  stated,  in  Grady  and  Scotland's  Practice  of  the  Crown  Side  of 
the^  Queen's  Bench,  as  the  practice  when  articles  are  to  be  ex- 
hibited :  *^  They  are  afterwards  signed  by  the  exhibitant  and  sworn 
to  in  open  court,  or  affirmed  or  declared  to,  and,  if  necessary,  the 
court  will  for  this  purpose,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  circumstances, 
grant  an  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  the  party :"  (22.  v.  Ferrers 
{Earl),  1  Burr.  631.) 

Ferguson. — It  may  be  usual  to  do  so,  but  there  is  no  authority 
to  show  it  is  absolutely  necessary. 

After  consulting  for  a  few  moments  with  the  other  members  of 
the  court,  the  Chief  Justice  said,  that  they  had  considered  the 
question,  and  were  of  opinion  that  the  party  must  attend  per- 
sonally to  exhibit  the  articles  of  the  peace. 

Ferguson. — The  exhibitant  is  down  in  Antrim.     We  shall  tele- 
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graph  for  her  to  come  up^  and  have  her  in  court  to-morrow       Bsa. 
mominfi:.  ,„    •• 

McMechan. — The  prisoner  is  entitled  to  his  discharge,  the  com-        -^ 

mittals  are  abandoned,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  detaining  him.  ^856. 

Fergtuofu — The  court  has  not  disposed  of  the  prisoner's  applica-  AHideTofihe 
tion  for  bia  discharge  yet ;  if  he  is  set  at  large,  we  apprehend,  peace— Habeat 
from  his  previous  conduct,  that  he  may  in  the  interval  again  offer       eorpua, 
violence  to  his  wife. 

Lefroy,  C.  J. — Let  the  two  motions  stand  for  to-morrow 
nx>ming,  and,  in  the  interval,  let  the  prisoner  be  handed  over  to 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Dublin  to  be  kept  in 
Bichmond  Bridewell.  He  is  to  be  brought  up  at  eleven  o'clock 
to-morrow  morning. 

McMechan. — There  is  no  precedent  for  such  a  course.  The 
prisoner  is  now  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

Cramfton,  J. — If  there  is  no  precedent,  we  will  make  one. 

McMeehmu — The  first  committal  is  bad,  as,  in  addition  to  the 
imprisonment  for  two  months,  it  recites  a  judgment  that  he  should 
g^ve  bail  to  keep  the  peace  for  seven  years,  and  in  default  to  be 
imprisoned  until  he  should  do  so.  That  is  an  excess  of  jurisdiction, 
as,  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  92, 
i.  2y  two  months'  imprisonment  is  the  most  extended  sentence  the 
magistrates  are  authorized  to  pass  for  such  an  offence  as  this. 
Again,  nothing  appears  on  the  face  of  the  committal  which  would 
diow  that  there  was  reason  to  apprehend  future  violence,  and 
therefore  to  warant  binding  the  prisoner  to  keep  the  peace.  The 
seoond  committal  is  bad  for  uncertainty,  as  it  does  not  state  from 
what  day  the  two  months  are  to  be  reckoned;  or,  if  the  two 
months  are  to  be  computed  from  the  day  on  which  the  warrant 
was  executed,  it  is  baa  for  excess  of  jurisdiction,  because  there 
would  be  then*more  than  two  months'  imprisonment  to  be  suffered 
by  the  prisoner. 

Lefrot,  C.  J. — What  have  you  to  say  to  exhibiting  articles  of 
the  peace? 

McMechan. — I  say,  if  the  prisoner  is  legally  in  custody,  you 
have  no  right  to  bind  him  over  to  keep  the  peace,  there  is  no 
necessity  for  it;  if  ill^ally  in  custody,  he  is  now  entitled  to  his 
dischaige. 

Ferguson* — ^I  abandon  the  first  committal,  but  have  a  right  to 
fidl  back  on  the  second.  In  Regina  v.  Richards  and  others  (5  Q.  B. 
926),  the  return  to  a  habeas  corpus  stated  that  the  prisoner  was 
committed  for  three  months  by  warrant  of  a  justice  set  forth  in 
the  return.  The  recited  conviction  on  the  face  of  it  was  bad. 
The  return  then  stated  that,  a  week  after  such  commitment,  the 
prisoner  being  still  in  custody,  the  same  justice  delivered  to  the 
gaoler  another  warrant  of  commitment,  reciting  and  grounded 
upon  a  conviction  of  the  saooe  date  as  the  first,  by  the  same  justice, 
setting  forth  the  same  offence,  and  imposing  the  same  punishment. 
In  this  conviction  no  material  defect  appeared,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  prisoner  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge,  the  return  showing 

VOL.   VIL  R 


242  CRIMINAL   LAW   CASES. 

Rbo.  a  good  warrant  under  which  he  was  in  custody.     The  second  con- 

^'  viction  is  good  ;  and^  as  no  date  is  given  from  which  the  imprison- 

ment  is  to  commence,  it  is  to  be  intended  that  it  means  from  the 

185S.  day  on  which  Woodside  was  committed  to  prison,  namely,  the 

Artid^ofiht  ^^®*  of  May,  1866. 

peact-^HabeL  Lefkoy,  C.  J. — Is  there  any  authority  for  saying,  whca 
corytg,  a  man  is  brought  up  in  custody  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
and  a  person  comes  into  court  and  seeks  to  exhibit  articles  of  the 
peace  against  him  while  in  court,  that,  because  he  is  not  l^ally  in 
custody,  we  are  therefore  bound  to  discharge  him?  Suppose 
there  were  a  valid  warrant  out  against  him  for  a  totally  diiFerent 
offence,  do  you  contend  that  we  should  discharge  him  nevertheless? 
Why,  on  circuit,  when  a  prisoner  has  been  acquitted,  and  I  direct 
the  gaoler  to  discharge  him,  how  frequently  am  I  told  there  is 
another  charge  against  the  prisoner. 

Moore,  J. — Suppose  it  were  made  apparent  to  the  court  that 
the  prisoner,  as  soon  as  he  should  be  set  at  liberty,  would  commit 
a  murder,  do  you  mean  to  say  that  we  should  discharge  him  and 
could  not  call  on  him  to  give  security  for  keeping  the  peace  ? 

McMeehan. — I  submit  that  you  are  not  justified  in  detaining  the 
prisoner  on  the  suggestion  that  a  charge  is  about  being  made 
against  him.  InAtinnsvn  v.  Carty  (1  Jebb  &  Symes,  369),  it  was 
held  that  a  magistrate  is  not  justified  in  detaining  a  known  person 
amenable  to  the  law  on  an  intimation  that  a  charge  of  a  misdemeanor 
IS  to  be  made  against  him,  without  an  information  being  regukrly 
laid  before  such  magistrate. 

Crampton,  J. — -In  that  case  the  plaintiff  was  kept  in  custody 
until  an  information  should  be  sworn  and  materials  for  that  informa- 
tion procured.  The  person  who  charged  the  plaintiff  went  away 
to  get  the  necessary  evidence,  and,  in  the  meantime,  the  plaintiflT 
was  detained.  The  decision  in  that  case  was,  that  a  magistrate 
cannot  detain  a  party  in  custody  in  expectation  of  a  charge  being 
made  against  him. 

On  the  following  day  Mrs.  Woodside  appeared  in  court  and  was 
sworn  to  the  articles  of  the  peace,  which  were  then  filed  and  read 
by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown.  It  was  stated  therein  that  the  ex- 
hibitant  was  administratrix  to  her  first  husband,  and  that  a  sum 
of  upwards  of  300/L  was  lodged  in  the  Bank  in  her  name,  which 
was  the  portion  of  her  son  by  her  first  marriage,  that  the  prisoner 
had  frequently  called  upon  her  to  sign  a  transfer  of  the  boy's  pro- 
perty to  him,  and  that,  on  her  refusal,  he  used  threatening  gestures 
and  language  towards  her,  that  on  one  occasion  he  had  dragged 
her  out  of  bed  by  the  throat,  and  swore  he  would  shoot  her,  pre- 
senting a  gun  at  her,  that  she  was  afraid  to  remain  in  the  same 
bedroom  with  him,  and  that  she  having  on  the  following  night 
gone  to  her  sister,  he  had  broken  in  to  the  room  where  she  was 
and  assaulted  her  again,  calling  on  her  to  give  up  the  money. 

McMechan, — The  husband  is  the  proper  person  to  have  atiy 
papers  or  documents  belonging  to  his  wife,  either  in  his  own  right 
or  as  trustee.     She  was  wrong  in  opposing  his  wishes,  and  the  law 
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18  not  to  interfere  between  husband  and  wife,  because  the  man        Rbo. 
m^j  nse  threats.  ^' 

Lefhot,  C.  J. — We  have  no  hesitation  here,  as  the  prisoner  is       ^"^"^'' 
now  in  court,  in  at  once  ordering  that  he  shall  be  bound  over  to        1856. 

keep  the  peace,  himself  in  lOOL  and  two  sureties  in  50L  each.       . ' 

On  the  habeas  corpus  and  return  he  is  entitled  to  his  discharge.       J^^^Habtat 

Ferguson. — The  39th  section  of  the  Petty  Sessions  Act,  14  &  15  eorput, 
Vict,  c  93,  provides,  that  no  objection  shall  be  taken  to  any  in- 
formation, complaint,  summons,  or  warrant,  or  other  form  of  pro- 
cedure under  the  act  for  any  alleged  defect  therein  in  substance  or 
form,  &c ;  and,  if  such  defect  should  appear  to  have  misled,  that  the 
justices  should  adjourn  the  hearing  of  the  case.  This  conviction 
comes  within  those  general  words,  and  the  informality  of  the 
second  warrant  is  cured. 

Lefsot,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  objections  to  the 
warrants  must  prevail,  and  that  the  prisoner  should  not  be  detained 
in  custody  upon  them.  The  first,  on  the  face  of  it,  is  bad,  for 
exceeding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates.  The  second  warrant 
is  open  to  the  same  objection;  for  it  is  not  possible  for  us  to 
give  any  interpretation  to  the  second  which  would  not  make  it 
from  the  7th  of  June.  There  is,  therefore,  a  substantial  defect  in 
both  of  them,  and  the  section  relied  on  to  support  these  warrants 
does  not  apply  to  this  sort  of  case,  but  to  a  case  where  the 
defect  can  be  set  right,  as  on  appeal,  or  on  the  hearing  of  a 
summons.  The  matter  does  not  here  come  before  us  as  a  court  of 
appellate  jurisdiction,  the  only  question  for  us  is,  have  we,  on  the 
two  committals  returned  as  the  cause  of  the  prisoner's  detention, 
sufficient  ground,  in  point  of  law,  to  justify  that  detention  ?  We  do 
not  think  we  have.  We  shall,  however,  direct  him  to  be  detained 
under  the  articles  exhibited  against  him  until  he  gives  the  security 
we  have  mentioned ;  and  if  ever  there  were  a  case  in  which  the 
court  wished  to  make  a  precedent,  this  is  the  case ;  for  a  more 
outrageous  proceeding,  or  one  more  calculated  to  excite  terror 
of  life,  could  not  be  brought  before  the  court 

Pe&rin,  J. — I  think  the  return  to  the  habeas  corpus  is  bad, 
there  is  no  ground  for  saying  the  act  interferes  with  returns  to 
writs  of  habeas  corpus.  The  sentence  is  ambiguous,  it  is  either 
fior  two  months  prospectively,  or  for  two  months  less  the  interval 
past 

In  compliance  with  the  prisoner's  wish,  the  court  directed  that 
lie  should  be  remanded  to  Belfast  gaol,  to  be  in  a  position  to  be 
bailed  without  unnecessary  expense. 


H  2 
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DUBLIN  COMMISSION  COURT,   GREEN  STREET.  . 

October  Sessions,  1856. 

(Before  Pigot,  C.  B.,  and  RiCHABJ>Si,B,) 

Reg.  v.  Eliza  Tooub.  (a) 

Confemon — SiaiUmtnt  by  primmer  to  constable-^ PoUey  of  II  ^  12  Viet 
c.  42,  EngUsh—lA  ^  15  VicLc.  93,  Irish— Eule  as  to  the  admiuibiUly 
t^  statement*  by  prisoner. 

A  prisoner,  in  custody,  w€U  interrogated  with  the  fcUefwm§  cauHon  by 
an  inspector  cf  police :  ^'  Vou  are  accused  of  a  very  serious  offence, 
have  you  any  explanation  to  give  f  Vou  are  not  bound  to  say  anythingp 
but  anything  you  do  say  will  be  given  in  evidence  against  you .-" 
Held^  the  prisoner's  answer  should  not  be  received  in  evidence: 
Semble,  that  a  Judge  should  be  slow  to  admit  statements  made  by  prisoners 
to  persons  holding  them  in  custody,  and  that  the  admission  of  such 
evidence  is  contrary  to  the  polict^of  the  11  ^r  12  VicL  c.  42. 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  attempting  to  set  fire  to  the  work- 
house of  the  North  Dublin  Union. 

Tlie  constable  who  arrested  the  prisoner  was  called  and  examined 
by  J.  A,  Curran. 

I  arrested  the  prisoner  on  26th  August  last. 

Curran. — Did  she  say  anything  about  the  fire  ? 

Richards,  B. — Get  the  words  she  used. 

Examination  continued: — I  took  her  to  the  station-house.  She 
spoke  in  my  presence  while  we  were  at  the  workhouse.  What  she 
said  was  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  inspector  of  police* 
She  was  previously  cautioned.  I  cannot  recollect  the  words ;  they 
were  something  to  this  effect,  that  any  admissions  made  by  her 
would  be  used  against  her.  The  inspector's  question  was,  *^  was 
it  she  who  had  set  fire  to  the  thin^  ?  " 

Richards^  B. — I  think  you  had  better  get  the  inspector.  I 
express  no  opinion  yet  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  prisoner's  state- 
ment. 

Inspector  called  and  examined.  I  said  to  her,  '^You  are 
accused  of  a  very  serious  offence,  have  you  any  explanation  to 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M'KnsrA,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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giTe?    Yoo  are  not  bound  to  say  anjrthing,  but  anything  you  say 
will  be  given  in  evidenoe  i^inst  you." 

CwrrcoL — I  subintt  now  that  the  Btatement  of  the  prisoner  10 
properly  admiasible.  In  Arch.  Crim.  Law,  194,  the  result  of  the 
ease  is  thns  given :  "  But  a  statement  made  to  a  constable  afker  he 
had  told  the  defendant  the  nature  of  the  charge  against  him^  and 
that  he  need  not  say  anything  to  criminate  himself,  but  what  he 
did  say  would  be  taken  down  and  used  in  evidenoe  against  him, 
was  held  to  be  admissible; "  and  the  authorities  referred  to  for  this 
proposition  are  Beff.  v.  Baldy^  2  Den.  C.  C.  430 ;  Bed.  v.  Farley^ 
Cox  Crim.  Cas.  76 ;  and  Reg.  v.  Harris  ib.  106.  I  am  aware 
that  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion  and  practice  amongst  the 
judges  on  this  point,  and  perhaps  it  would  be  desirable  to  reserve 
the  question  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  as  to  whether 
statements  made  to  constables  after  arresting  a  prisoner  should  be 
admitted. 

PiGOT,  C.B. — I  do  not  think  the  abstract  question  is  now  before 
us,  or  that  we  are  called  on  to  decide  it.  The  view  I  take  of  the 
present  point  for  our  decision  is  this:  it  is  essential  that  the  judge 
should  be  satisfied  that  the  statement  of  the  prisoner  has  not  been 
the  result  of  some  influence  acting  upon  his  mind,  either  of  hope 
or  fear.  I  am  not  satisfied  upon  that  point,  and  therefore  I 
reject  the  evidence.  The  new  Act,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  93,  s.  14, 
points  out  the  authority  before  whom  the  prisoner  is  to  be  taken, 
namely,  a  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace;  and  provides  that  after 
a  solemn  inquiry*  and  after  the  prisoner  has  heard  the  evidence 
for  the  prosecution,  has  learned  the  nature  of  the  offence  with 
which  he  is  charged,  and  received  the  caution  prescribed,  that 
then  his  statement  shall  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be 
given  in  evidence  against  him.  When  the  Legislature  thinks  a 
prisoner  should  be  protected  from  improper  or  unfair  influence 
by  such  precautions,  I  never  can  be  satisfied  that  the  proper  caution 
has  been  given,  depending  on  the  fleeting  memory  of  an  individual. 
It  is  difficult  to  place  reliance  upon  a  person  who,  however  truth- 
ful and  well-disposed  he  may  be,  is  naturally  anxious  to  get 
evidence ;  and  I  can  only  say  that,  for  my  part,  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  the  proper  caution  has  been  given. 

RiCHABDS,  B. — I  do  not  recollect  having  before  been  called  on 
to  decide  the  exact  point  raised  in  this  case.  When  there  is,  as  I 
am  informed,  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  judges  on  this 
qnefltion,  I  should  doubt  the  soundness  of  my  opinion.  I  am 
rather  disposed  to  think  that  this  evidence  ought  not  to  be 
received.  1  am  considerably  influenced,  I  must  say,  by  the  opinion 
of  my  Lord  Chief  Baron.  I  am  sure  that  what  the  witness  has 
stated  is  true,  that  there  was  neither  threat  nor  inducement  for 
the  purpose  of  forcing  a  confession.  From  the  mere  circumstance 
of  being  in  custody,  the  prisoner  was  not  on  equal  terms  with  her 
interrogator.  The  rule  is,  that  if  there  has  been  any  motive  of 
fear  or  hope  acting  on  the  prisoner's  mind,  the  statement  conse- 
quent on  this  state  of  mind  should  not  be  admitted.     As  stated  by 
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my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  if  it  is  desirable  that  the  prisoner  shouldlbe 
examined  by  a  magistrate^  that  she  should  be  duly  cautioned,  that 
her  statement  should  be  taken  down  in  writing,  we  should  be  slow 
to  admit  statements  otherwise  obtained.  Without  laying  down 
any  abstract  rule,  it  is  suflScient  to  say  we  do  not  think  this  evi- 
dence should  be  admitted. 


Tht  14th  section  of  the  Irish  and  ISih  section  of  the  English  are  almost  the  same. 

[Mr.  Levinge  informs  me  that  Lefroj,  C.  J.,  made  a  similar  ruling  in  Seg.  ▼.  Or^  Trim 
Sammer  Assizes,  1855,  having  noted  as  the  decision  that  the  costom  of  constables  interro- 
gating prisoners  shonld  be  discouraged,  and  even  though  caution  be  giren,  that  the  endenoe 
whoaHA  not  be  admitted. — ^Bbfobtsb.] 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

January  19,    1857. 

(Before  Ckampton  and  Peebix,  JJ.) 

Reg.  v.  O'Gradt.  (a) 

Certiorari — Interested  magistrate — Presence  of- — Disclaimer  by. 

At  the  hearing  of  a  summons  for  an  offence  under  the  Fishery  Acts,  one 
of  the  magistrates^  Sir  H.  D,  M.^  was  interested  in  the  decision,  and 
S€tt  on  the  bench.  He  stated  openly  in  court  that  he  should  take  no 
part  in  the  hearing  of  the  case,  but  made  an  observation  in  the  course 
of  the  ccue,  that  he  could  prove  a  material  fact  in  controversy.  He 
also  remained  and  was  present  at  the  consultation  of  the  magistrates. 
Sir  FI,  D,  M,  stated  that  he  took  no  part  in  the  matter  save  as  above 
statedy  and  that  he  did  not  vote  upon  the  decision  of  the  cctse, 

Heldy  that  notwithstanding  the  disclaimer,  that  he  took  such  a  part  in 
the  hearing  as  invalidated  the  conviction, 

IN  this  case  a  conditional  order  for  a  certiorari  had  been  obtained 
directing  Sir  Hugh  Dillon  Massy,  Bart,  and  others,  Justices  of 
tl^e  Peace  for  the  County  of  Clare,  to  remove  into  this  court  a  certain 
conviction  pronounced  oy  the  justices  aforesaid,  against  Michael 
Hickey  at  a  Petty  Sessions,  held  at  Doonass,  in  the  said  county, 
on  the  complaint  of  the  said  Hayes  O'Grady,  that  the  said  Michael 
Hickey  with  others  did,  on  the  13th  March  1856,  enter  upon  a 
several  fishery  situate  at  Ermagh,  in  the  said  county,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fishing  therein,  not  being  authorized  by  the  owner,  lessee, 
or  occupier  thereof,  as  by  law  required. 

The  aflSdavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  stated  that 
Michael  Hickey  had  been  summoned  by  Mr.  O'Grady  for  tres- 
missing  on  a  fishery  alleged  by  Mr.  O'Grady  to  be  a  several  fishery. 
That  upon  the  hearing  of  the  charge,  Sir  Hugh  Dillon  Massy  was 
present  on  the  benc^  acting  as  a  member  of  the  court.  That  it 
further  appeared  on  the  statement  of  Mr.  O'Grady's  case,  that  Sir 
Hugh  Massy  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  reversion  of  the  fishery 
in  question.     That  upon  that  hearing  Sir  Hugh  Massy  observed 

(a)  B«poried  by  P.  J.  M'Kesva,  £sq^  Barrister-at-Law. 
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that  he  had  known  persons  to  be  fined  10*.  for  fishing  on  that  part 
O^Grady.     of  ^^^  river.     That  Hickey  was  fined  in  the  sum  of  10*.  or  a  fort- 

night's  imprisonment,  although  his  attorney  had  requested  the  fine 

^^^'^'        to  be  increased  to  the  sum  of  one  pound,  in  order  to  give  him  an 
Conviction—   appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions.     That  in  considering  this  request 
jwfice  of  the  the  court  was  cleared  of  all  except  the  magistrates  present,  and 
Peace.       i]^q^^  gj^  Hugh  Massy  remained  in  court. 

Sir  Colman  O'ljoghlan^  Q.C.  (with  whom  J.  Clarke^  QpC,  and 
Charles  Barry\  now  showed  cause. — ^^Sir  Hugh  Massy  has  made  an 
affidavit  and  denies  that  he  took  part  as  a  magistrate  on  the  hear- 
ing of  the  case,  or  that  he  voted  with  the  majority  who  decided  on 
making  the  fine  10*.  He  swears  *Hhat  he  neither  directly  nor 
indirectly  took  any  part  on  the  hearing  of  said  complaint,  or  the 
decision  thereon,  nor  did  he  in  apy  way  influence  said  decision.** 
He  also  states  that  no  objection  was  made  to  his  presence,  and 
that  if  such  had  been  made  that  he  would  have  withdrawn ;  and 
that  although  owner  in  fee  of  the  lands  of  Ermagh,  and  the  fishery, 
that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  matter,  as  there  was  a  beneficial 
lease  in  perpetuity  outstanding  against  him.  He  also  charged 
that  there  was  not  a  pretext  for  sayiqg  that  the  fishery  was  public 
This  conviction  was  in  May  last,  and  the  applicant,  who  is  a  pauper 
put  forward  for  the  purpose  of  annoyance,  has  lain  by  all  this  time 
and  is  not  now  entitled  to  favour  from  the  court. 

BreretoUy  Q.C.  (with  whom  James  Murphy),  in  support  of  the 
order. — Sir  Hugh  Massy  does  not  deny  that  he  was  present  on  the 
bench  during  the  hearing  of  the  case,  although  he  disclaims  having 
interfered.  In  The  Queen  y.  The  Justices  of  Sujffblk{lH  Q.  B.  416), 
it  was  held  that  a  magistrate  who  was  interested  in  a  question 
before  tiie  be^nch^  acted  improperly  in  having  appeared  upon  the 
bench,  spoken  to  the  chaircaan,  and  referred  to  documents  put  in 
evidence ;  and  although  when  his  presence  was  objected  to  be 
retired  from  the  bench,  yet  the  proceedings  were  invalid.  In 
Regina  v.  Justices  of  Surrey  (1  Jurist,  N.  S.  1133),  one  of  the 
justices  present  on  the  bench  was  interested  in  an  appeal  before 
the  quarter  sessions,  and  conversed  with  his  brother  magistrates  in 
the  course  of  the  case.  The  magistrate  in  his  (affidavit  stated  that 
he  did  not  recollect  being  present  or  conversing,  but  that  he  did 
not  discuss  the  matter  before  the  court ;  aud  it  was  held  neverthe- 
less that  being  present  he  formed  part  of  the  court,  and  therefore 
the  order  of  sessions  was  invalid.  The  affidavits  show  there  was 
no  eyidence  to  support  a  convictiop,  except  the  mere  statement 
of  Sir  Hugh  Massy,  that  he  knew  a  qoan  to  b^  fined  for  fishing 
there. 

Clarke,  ^C,  in  reply. — The  prosecutor  contends  because  Sir 
Hpgh  was  present,  that  he  was  taking  an  active  part ;  now  this  is 
completely  negatived,  neither  has  he  the  least  interest  in  th^ 
matter.  I  have  seen  a  peer  sit  on  the  bench  when  a  case  in  whie^i 
he  was  interested  was  being  tried,  and  no  objection  was  ever  thought 
of.  In  the  cases  referred  to,  the  magistrates  took  a  more  active 
part  than  Sir  Hugb  Massy  did  here«    If  a  judge  mi  that  he  was 


CRIMINAL  LAW  i)A&».  S49 

unwilling  to  try  a  case,  say  -cooceming  a  railway  in  whioh  he  was        aao. 
a  shareholder,  and  the  parties  made  no  objection,  but  went  on  with  ^' 

thecaaey  covld  it  Jbe  said  all  the  proceedings  were  invalid.     In         ^^^' 
lUgima  y.  Justices  sf  Saureff  (1  Jurist,  N.S.  1138),  Wightaian,  J.,        less, 
threw  out  that  if  the  magisjLrate  bad  disclaimed  taking  any  part  it   r^^IZ^^^ 
would  make  a  difference.     In  Begina  v.  Justices  of  London  (re*  ^tke  Qfik& 
ported  in  a  note  to  the  case  in  J  8  Q.  B.  4;2l),  it  was  held  that  the       B&om. 
mere  presence  on  the  bench  of  «n  interested  magistrate,  during 
part  of  the  bearing  of  aQ«ppe«d,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  setting 
aside  an  order  of  aessione  jnade  on  such  bearing*     Subatantially 
the  same  parties  as  the  applicant  moved  this  oo.urt  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition  to  restrain  the  magistrates  from  adjudicating  on  this 
case,  and  being  beaten  on  that  motion  tbey  now  reaoft  to  tbe  pre«> 
aeat  applioation,  wbicb  is  one  euitirely  to  tbe  discre^tiosu  of  tbe 
eoort 

Cbamptok,  J. — One  of  tbe  principal  duties  of  this  court  is  to 
coDtrol  the  aota  of  the  inferior  tribunals  of  this  country,  and  it  is 
fif  the  greatest  importance  that  they  should  not  only  be  pure,  but 
thatnothiiig  of  private  feeling  should  be  at  work  in  such  tribunals 
I  believe  Sir  Hugh  Massy  stated  what  was  true,  aud  that  what  he 
did,  did  not  amount  to  an  interference  in  the  deeleion  4^  the  bench^ 
I  do  not  see  in  tbe  affidavits  substantial  grounds  for  coming  to  any 
such  conclusion,  but  I  t^ink,  a^  does  my  Brother  Perrin,  whether 
there  was  an  actual  interference  or  not,  that  the  public  might  have 
been  under  tbe  impression  tbere  was  an  interference  by  1^  Hugh 
Massy.  I  own  my  impression  is  that  though  he  thought  he  did 
not  interfere  directly,  he  did  so  substantially,  not  in  voting  but  in 
procuring  the  conviction.  It  is  confessed  he  was  interested  in  the 
remit  of  the  hearing,  and  thereupon  he  declared  be  would  take  no 
part,  but  sat  on  the  bench.  I  am  not  of  opinion  that  his  merely 
sitting  on  the  bench  would  be  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  convic- 
tion, but  having  made  the  declaration  that  he  would  take  no  part, 
he  sits  on  the  bench,  and  when  one  of  the  witnesses  for  Hickey 
was  making  a  statement  about  the  fishery,  he  observed  that  he 
could  prove  that  several  persons  had  been  convicted  for  fishing  in 
the  place  mentioned.  He  might  have  said,  I  wish  to  be  examined 
as  a  witness;  but  there  on  the  bench,  in  the  eye  of  the  public,  one 
of  the  bench,  he  states  that  he  knew  the  evidence  of  a  witness  for 
the  defence  to  be  false.  Nor  can  we  think  that  such  a  statement 
had  not  any  effect;  I  do  not  say  it  had,  but  it  may  have  had  an 
eifect  on  the  decision  of  the  magistrates.  This  conviction  was  for 
the  sum  of  10«. ;  the  party  convicted  was  anxious  to  have  an 
appeal  to  the  assistant  barrister,  and  for  this  purpose  he  wished  the 
fine  to  be  increased  to  1/.,  in  order  to  give  him  an  appeal.  In 
onler  to  permit  the  magistrates  to  consult  on  the  propriety  of 
yielding  to  this  application,  the  court  was  cleared  of  all  save  the 
magistrates  and  their  clerk.  Sir  Hugh  Massy  remains.  I  am 
satisfied  he  did  not  vote,  because  he  says  so,  but  would  not  the 
statement  that  he  had  known  persons  fined  10«.  for  an  offence 
similar  to  that  of  Hickey's,  furnish  them  with  a  precedent  for 
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XtEQ»        imposing  a  similar  fine.  Mr.  Clarke  has  pressed  as  an  ar^ment  in  his 
^,.*'  favour,  that  no  objection  was  made  to  his  presence,  but  1  do  not  think 

*     that  fact  can  take  the  case  out  of  the  principle.     In  remaining  in 

1S56.        the  court  with  the  other  magistrates,  I  think  he  took  a  strong  step 

Ccwci^Du      ^^^'^^  might  have  been  misinterpreted.     Why  did  he  remain  ?    It 

JuiUceofOm  IS  quite  possible  that  a  man  of  his  station  might  not  have  been 

Peace,       aware  of  the  influence  which  his  expression  of  opinion,  even  his 

looks,  might  have  had.     At  present  we  think  that  unless  the  parties 

come  to  some  arrangement  to  save  expense  and  litigation,  we  must 

make  the  order  absolute.     In  doing  so  the  title  of  the  order,  which 

is  now  incorrect,  may  be  amended.(i6) 

Perrin,  J. — I  agree  with  my  brother  Crampton  that  it  is  of 
the  utmost  hnportance  that  cases  such  as  this  should  be  carefully 
looked  after.  After  the  full  and  clear  statement  of  facts  by  my 
Brother  Crampton,  I  shall  not  go  through  them.  The  question 
here  is,  was  Sir  Hugh  Massy's  conduct  on  this  occasion  such  as 
became  a  magistrate.  He  says,  anticipating  that  his  name  would 
be  mixed  up  with  the  case,  he  stated  he  would  take  no  part  in  the 
proceedings.  No  doubt  he  thinks  he  is  stating  what  he  believes 
when  he  says  he  took  no  part,  but  what  is  his  notion  of  taking  a 
pbrt  ?  He  admits  that  he  suggested  the  10#.  fine,  in  order  to  get  rid 
of  the  appeaL  Then  while  a  witness  was  establishing  that  the 
fishery  was  a  public  one,  he  stated  he  could  prove  that  persons  had 
been  fined  for  fishing  in  that  part  of  the  river ;  that  is,  that  he 
could  contradict  the  witness  on  a  most  material  point.  It  appears 
to  me  he  took  a  most  important  part,  independently  of  the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  being  present  when  the  court  was  cleared  for  the 
magistrates  to  consult. 

Order  abtoltUe. 

(6)  The  order  sliould  have  been  entitled  The  Quun  ▼.  Tke  Justices  of  Limerick^  and  not 
B^ima  ▼.  (XGradf/y  the  proaecator. 
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CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 
Deceiibeb  Session^  1856. 

December  16. 

(Before  R  Gubnet,  Esq.  Recorder.) 

Reo.  v.  Brooke,  (a) 

Ubel — PubUeation — Tendency  to  provoke  breach  oj  the  peace-^ 

Indictment. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  libel  the  only  evidence  of  publication 

was  the  sending  it  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  prosecutor  himself,  and 

the  receipt  of  it  by  him, 
Beldy  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  although  the 

indietmeni  contained  no  allegation  of  an  intent  or  a  tendency  to 

provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace, 

THE  defendant  was  indicted  for  unlawfully  publishing  a  false, 
scandalous,  and  malicious  libel  of  and  concerning  Edward 
Mostjn  Baron  Mostyn.  The  indictment  alleged  that  it  was 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  ;  but  there  was  no 
statement  of  its  tendency  to  provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace  on 
the  part  of  the  prosecutor. 

The  libel  was  contained  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  prosecutor, 
which  letter  was  received  by  him,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of 
pubUcation  to  any  other  person. 

Parry y  Seijt.  ( Cole  with  him)  for  the  defendant,  submitted  at 
the  dose  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  publication  to  go  to  the  jury.  That  publication 
to  the  prosecutor  alone  was  not  sufficient  on  such  an  mdictment 
as  this,  and  if  it  was  intended  to  rely  on  the  tendency  of  such  a 
libel  to  provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace  that  ought  to  be  averred. 
He  auoted  the  case  of  iZ.  v.  Wegener  (2  Stark.  245),  in  which 
Lora  Tenterden  had  held  that  a  similar  indictment  was  not  sus- 
tained by  similar  evidence. 

Ballantme^  Serjt.  {Holl  with  him)  for  the  prosecution,  con- 
tended that  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  indictment  to  contain  an 

(a)  Reported  by  B.  G.  Robinson,  Esq.,  Barrutor-fti-Law. 
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Rro.        allegation  that  the  libel  had  a  tendency  to  provoke  a  breach  of 
Brookb.     ^^^  peace,  where  it  was  clear,  from  the  terms  of  it,  that  such  a 

result  was  likely  to  be  produced.     In  this  case  the  libel  had  that 

1857.        tendency,  and  as  it  was  alleged  on  the  record  that  the  offence  was 
Libel— Pabli-  Committed  against  the  peace,  that  was  all  that  was  required. 
caUon,  Parry y    Serjt.     submitted    that   the   indictment   in   the   case 

quoted  would  have  the  same  allegation,  as  it  was  part  of  the  com- 
mon form,  but  that  would  not  cure  the  defect.  It  was  absurd  to 
say  that  a  man  was  injured  in  his  reputation  by  a  letter  that  was 
only  addressed  to  himself. 

The  Recorder.' — I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  i^ecessary  to  al- 
lege in  the  indictment  that  the  publication  of  the  libel  had  a  ten- 
dency to  provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace,  it  is  not  suggested  that  the 
indictment  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  but  merely  that  it  is  not  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence  adduced.  But  the  case  cited  by  no  means 
bears  out  that  proposition.  There  the  first  count  alleged  that  the 
libel  was  sent  to  the  prosecutor,  and  that  it  was  intended  to 
injure  him  in  his  character  of  a  solicitor.  The  second  count 
alleged  a  publication  generallv,  but  with  the  same  intent  and 
tendency  ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  averments  were  not  sup- 
ported by  mare  evidence  of  a  letter  sent  to  the  prosecutor  and 
.  received  by  him.  That  case  rather  strengthens  the  view  I  am 
disposed  to  take  here,  and  I  therefore  decide  that  there  is  evidence 
of  publication  to  go  to  the  jury. 

Serjeant  Ballanttne  and  Holl  for  the  prosecutioti. 
Segeant  Parry  and  Cole  for  the  defendant. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  31,  1857. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Eble  and  Willes,  JJ.^  and 
Bb  AM  WELL  and  Watson^  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Gatlor.  (a) 

Acemioify  before  the  fact  —  Mnn8l<mghter — Adminisiering  dtngs  with 
intent  toproeure  abortion — 11  4^  12   Vict.  c.  46,  s.  1. 

The  prisoner  had  procured  certain  drugs  and  given  them  to  his  wife,  with 
intent  that  she  should  tahe  them  in  order  to  procure  abortion.  She 
took  them  in  his  absence  and  died  from  their  effects.  On  an  indictment 
against  him  for  manslaughter,  it  wets  objected  that  he  was  only  an 
aeeessowy  brfore  the  fact,  and  thai  in  law  there  cannot  be  an.  accessory 
before  the  fact  to  manslaughter. 

Heldj  that  he  was  properly  found  guiliy  (^manslaughter. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Mr.  Justice  Erle^  at  the 
November  Session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court : — 
The  prisoner  Gay  lor  was  indicted  before  me  at  the  last  Novem- 
ber Session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  for  manslaughter. 
The  facts  were  that  his  wife's  death  was  caused  by  swallowing 
sulphate  of  potash,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  abortion,  she 
believing  herself  to  be  pregnant,  although  in  reality  she  was  not. 
The  prisoner  purchased  this  sulphate  of  potash  and  gave  it  to  his 
wife,  in  order  that  she  might  swallow  it  for  the  above-mentioned 
purpose,  but  he  was  absent  at  the  time  when  she  so  swallowed  it. 
For  the  prosecution  it  was  contended  that  the  wife  committed  a 
felony  in  so  swallowing  the  sulphate  of  potash,  and  as  death  ensued 
therefrom  she  also  committed  murder  :  (Re  Russell,  1  Moo.  C.  C. 
S48.)  That  the  prisoner  was  an  accessory  before  the  fact  to  this 
felony,  and  to  the  consequent  murder,  and  might  be  tried  as  if  the 
principal  had  been  convicted  under  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46,  s.  1,  and 
that,  although  the  evidence  showed  his  offence  was  murder,  yet 

(a)  Beported  by  B.  C.  Bobikbok,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Rko.        that   would   support  an    indictment  for  manslaughter.      Under 
*•  my  direction  the  jury  convicted.     The  prisoner  was  .discharged  on 

*     recognizance,  and  I  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  fol- 

1857.        lowing  questions: — 

1st.  Was  the  deceased  guilty  of  felony  in  administering  sulphate 
MmO^^^hter  ^f  potash  to  herself  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  abortion,  she  not 
^AborL^    being  pregnant  ? 

2nd.  Was  the  husband  by  his  act  guilty  of  felony,  or  an 
accessory  thereto,  he  having  been  absent  when  she  swallowed 
the  drug  ? 

3rd.  If  the  husband  was  an  accessory  to  the  felony  was  an 
indictment  for  manslaughter  supported,  it  being  laid  down  that 
there  cannot  be  an  accessory  to  manslaughter?  (Hale's  P.  C) 

4th.  Can  the  indictment  be  supported  under  11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  46,  s.  1  ? 

If  the  answer  to  any  of  these  questions  shall  entitle  the  prisoner 
to  an  acquittal,  a  verdict  of  Not  Guilty  shall  be  entered. 

Nov.  15th.  W.  Erle. 

Ribton,  for  the  prisoner. — The  third  point  is  the  principal  one  to 
be  considered. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — As  to  the  first  point,  it  appears  by  the  case  of 
R.  V.  Goodhall{  1  Den.  C.  C.  187),  that  where  there  is  an  administer- 
ing it  is  immaterial  whether  the  woman  was  pregnant  or  not  But 
this  is  under  a  particular  statute.  The  case  of  a  woman  taking  a 
drug  to  procure  abortion  may  be  an  offence  at  common  law,  but 
not  so  if  she  were  not  pregnant  at  the  time.  It  is  difiBcult  here  to 
see  that  the  woman  has  committed  any  felony  at  alL 

Ribton. — The  case  will  probably  in  the  end  turn  upon  this, 
whether  there  can  be  an  accessory  before  the  fact  of  the  crime  of 
manslaughter.  The  prisoner  was  not  present  when  the  drug  was 
taken,  so  that  he  could  not  be  a  principal. 

Erle,  J. — If  he  could  be  convicted  as  an  accessory  before  the 
fact  to  the  murder,  why  may  he  not  be  convicted  as  an  accessorj 
before  the  fact  to  manslaughter  ? 

Ribton, — Because  there  is  no  such  crime  known  to  the  law.  In 
Hale's  P.  C.  437,  it  is  laid  down  that  *'  in  manslaughter  there  can 
be  no  accessory  before  the  fact,  for  it  is  presumed  to  be  sudden,  for 
if  it  were  with  advice,  command,  or  deliberation,  it  is  murder  and 
not  manslaughter,  and  the  like  of  se  defendendo,^  How  can 
I  counsel  a  man  to  commit  an  act  which  in  its  very  nature  is  un- 
premeditated ?  In  DibetlCs  case  (in  4  Co.  Rep.  43^),  it  is  laid 
down  that  if  A.  be  indicted  for  murder,  and  B.  as  accessory  before, 
by  procurement,  &c.,  and  A.  is  found  guilty  only  of  the  man- 
slaughter, B.  shall  be  discharged. 

Erle,  J. — What  do  you  mean  by  unpremeditated?  Take  the 
case  of  a  man  going  behind  another  and  striking  him  a  slight  blow, 
which,  nevertheless,  kills  him. 

Ribton. — There  the  death  is  unpremeditated,  although  the  blow 
is  not. 
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Erle,  J. — The  death  is  not  intended  in  many  cases  of  murder,        ^■**' 
and  yet  there  may  be  accessories  before  the  fact  to  it.  Oaylob. 

Bk.4MW£LL,  B. — Suppose  A.  counsels  B.  to  give  C.  a  strong       

dose  of  medicine,  not  for  the  purpose  of  doing  him  any  further        ^^^^' 
iujary  than  causing  him  to  be  sick  and  uncomfortable  for  a  time,  and    Aceetaory^ 
C.  dies  of  the  medicine  so  administered,  would  not  B.  be  guilty  of  Manslatigkter 
manslaughter ;  and,  if  so,  would  not  A.  be  guilty  of  it  ?  —Abortion. 

£sL£,  J. — It  is  clear  that  Lord  Hale,  in  laying  down  the  law 
in  the  passage  cited,  only  alludes  to  cases  of  killing/?^  infortunium 
or  se  defendendo.  In  other  cases  of  manslaughter  there  seems  to 
be  no  reason  why  there  may  not  be  accessories. 

Ribton. — There  is  nothing  in  the  passage  to  lead  to  the  conclu-* 
sion  that  it  was  intended  to  be  so  limited. 

He  also  referred  to  1  East's  P.  C.  419,  and  Goffers  case,  1  Yen. 
216. 

Payney  for  the  prosecution. — It  is  obvious  that  there  must  be  some 
limitation  to  the  doctrine  alleged  to  be  laid  down  by  Lord  Hale ; 
as  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  prize  fight  where  a  man  encourages 
the  combatants  and  departs  before  the  death-blow  is  struck.  So 
in  the  case  of  mala  praxis  in  a  medical  man,  or  where  by  ignorance 
or  carelesses  in  the  sale  of  drugs,  death  ensues.  As  to  the  first 
point,  it  is  a  rule  of  law  that  wherever  death  arises  from  the  act 
of  any  one,  it  is  primd  facie  murder  in  the  person  committing  the 
act.  This  woman,  therefore,  in  doing  an  act  which  caused  her 
own  death,  was  primd  facie  guilty  of  murder:  (JR.  v.  Russell^ 
1  M.  C.  C.  348.) 

Pollock,  C.  B.— ^How  do  you  make  out  that  ?  The  woman 
never  intended  to  kill  herself.  Suppose  a  man  eats  too  much  at 
dinner  and  dies  in  the  night  of  apoplexy,  is  he  guilty  of  murder? 
You  must  here  make  out  that  the  act  of  taking  a  substance  that 
was  not  intended  to  kill  her  was  an  ut^lawful  act,  on  her  part, 
because  it  did  kill  her.  If  I  suppose  that  there  is  a  person  in  an 
adjoining  room  and  I  fire  a  pistol  through  the  doorway  with  the 
intention  of  killing  him,  and  nobody  is  there,  I  have  committed  no 
crime.  Morally,  I  should  be  just  as  guilty  as  if  I  had  shot  the 
man,  but  I  should  have  done  no  act  cognizable  by  the  criminal  law. 

Payne. — But  suppose  a  man  under  such  circumstances  acting 
on  the  intent  to  shoot  some  one  else  kills  himself,  that  would  be 
murder.  The  prisoner  puts  it  in  his  wife's  power  to  kill  herself, 
surely  he  is  then  guilty  of  some  crime  if,  in  consequence  of  doing 
the  act  he  contemplated,  death  ensues. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — That  may  be  another  species  of  offence ;  but 
you  have  not  satisfied  me  that,  as  far  as  the  woman  is  concerned, 
she  has  been  guilty  of  any  offence  at  all. 

Erle,  J. — The  man  is  clearly  guilty  of  being  an  accessory 
before  the  fact  to  the  woman  taking  the  drug  with  iutent  to  pro- 
cure abortion.  This  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  murder,  if  she  died 
in  consequence  of  taking  that  drug.  But  the  grand  jury  found 
that  it  was  manslaughter.  If  a  man  is  indicted  for  manslaughter, 
and  it  turns  out  to  be  murder,  he  may  be  found  guilty  of  man- 
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Rbo.        slaughter.     In  this  case  I  thought  he  was  guilty  of  murder  by 
^*  administering    the  drug,   and   might  therefore  be   convicted  of 

J2fl"*      manslaughter. 
1857.  Bibton. — If  he  is  guilty  of  anything^  it  is  of  being  accessory 

,  before  the  fact  to  murder.     If  he  were  to  be  subsequently  tried 

MtuuhiShihn'  ^^^  ^^®  murder  he  could  not  plead  autrefois  convict 
— ii6ortiW.        Erle,  J. — According  to  Foster's  P.  C.  229^  he  could.     It  is 
there  laid  down  that  an  acquittal  of  manslaughter  is  an  acquittal  of 
murder.     If  the  man  were  acquitted  of  the  manslaughter,  he  might 
say — I  did  not  kill  the  deceased  at  alL 

Bibton. — The  plea  of  Not  Guilty  in  manslaughter  does  not  mean 
that  the  prisoner  did  not  slay. 

Cur.  adw  vult, 

31st  January .-^The  learned  judges  affirmed  the  conviction,  but 
without  giving  their  reasons  for  so  doin^»  and  the  prisoner  was 
afterwards  sentenced  to  three  months'  imprisonment  and  hard 
labour. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

Joseph  Payne  for  the  prosecution. 

Bibton  for  the  prisoner. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

April  25,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crompton,  and 
WiLLES,  JJ.  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  w.  Fitchie.  {a) 

Forgery — ZJitering    accountable    receipt  for    goods — Pawnbroker's' 

Duplicate, 

A  pawnbroker's  duplicate  given  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute 
39  ^  40  Geo,  3,  c.  99,  is  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods  within  the 
statute  1 1  Geo,  4  §•  I   Will  4,  c.  m,  s.  10. 

A.  pledged  goods  with  a  pawnbroker,  and  upon  redeeming  them  returned 
the  duplicate.  He  afterwards  discovered  that  he  had  not  received  all 
the  goods  which  he  pledged.  He  then  summoned  the  pawnbroker  before 
a  magistrate;  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  charge  curt  cUtomey  attended 
for  the  pawnbroker,  and  in  his  presence  handed  up  to  the  magistrate 
a  fabriccUed  duplicate  as  being  the  genuine  duplicate  which  A,  had 
received  on  pledging  the  goods.  The  jury  having  found  that  the 
duplicate  handed  up  was  fabricated,  and  that  the  pawnbroker  did 
through  the  hajids  of  his  attorney  deliver  it  to  the  justices  as  the  genuine 
ticket : 

Held,  that  he  wtts  properly  convicted  of  uttering  an  accountable  receipt 
for  goods. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Martin,  B. : 
The    prisoner   was   indicted   in  the  second    count    of    the 
indictment  for  uttering  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods,  against 
the  form  of  the  statute. 

In  the  fourth  count  the  document  was  described  as  an  account- 
able receipt  for  goods,  to  wit,  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods 
uaaallj  known  by  the  name  of  a  pawn-ticket. 

In  the  sixth  count  the  document  was  described  as  an  account- 
able receipt  for  goods  usually  called  a  pawnbroker's  duplicate. 

In  the  eighth  count  the  document  was  described  as  a  forged 
receipt  for  goods,  to  wit,  a  pawn-ticket 

In  the  tenth  count  the  document  was  described  as  a  warrant  for 
the  delivery  of  goods,  to  wit,  a  warrant  usually  known  by  the 
Dame  of  a  pawn-ticket. 

(a)  Kcported  by  A   BiTThEST*>N,  Ksq.,  Bariibler  at-Law. 
VOL.    VII.  S 
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^■o.  jn  ^\^Q  eleventh  count  the  document    was   described    as   a 

mm 

FiTCHM.     forged  acquittance  for  goods,  and  the  document  was  set  out  as 
follows  :— 

1857. 


Forffery-  WILLIAM  FITCHIE,  Pawnbroker, 

Uumag,  No.  S5>  Church-street^  Preston. 

15th  January,  1856. 

Blanket,  2  Sheets,  Counterpane        85. 

Elizabeth  Hopwood,  near  Preston. 

[741]         7  7 

1  I  10  5 

And  the  meaning  of  this  document  was  alleged  by  averment  to 
be  that  Elizabeth  Hopwood  had  pledged  a  blanket,  two  sheets  and 
a  counterpane  with  the  prisoner  for  eight  shillings,  and  that  she 
had  required  the  redelivery  of  the  articles,  and  paid  him  the  eight 
shillings  advanced  and  one  shilling  and  tenpence  for  profit.  In 
all  the  counts  the  uttering  was  alleged  to  be  against  the  form  of 
the  statute. 

The  facts  proved  were  these — 

On  the  I5t;h  January,  1856,  Elizabeth  Hopwood  pledged  with 
the  priscHier,  who  was  a  pawnbroker  in  Preston,  three  blankets,  one 
counterpane*  and  one  pair  of  sheets  for  eight  shillings,  and  he  gave 
her  a  ticket  or  note  which  a  pawnbroker  is  required  to  give  by 
the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  6,  to  the  person  pawning 
goods. 

On  the  26th  November,  1856,  Robert  Hopwood,  the  husband  of 
Elizabeth  Hopwood,  went  to  the  prisoner's  shop  to  redeem  the 
goods,  and  took  with  him  the  said  ticket  or  note,  which  he  delivered 
to  the  prisoner.  The  prisoner  stated  that  the  interest  was  one 
shilling  and  tenpence,  wnich  Robert  Hopwood  paid  together  with 
the  eight  shillings,  and  the  prisoner  delivered  to  him  a  bundle  tied 
up  in  a  handkerchief.  He  brought  the  bundle  home,  and,  upon 
opening  it,  it  was  found  to  contain  only  one  blanket,  one  counter- 

i^ane,  and  one  pair  of  sheets,  which  were  not  the  sheets  pledged  by 
illizabeth  Hopwood.  In  consequence  of  the  non-return  of  the 
goods  pledged,  Robert  Hopwood,  in  due  form  of  law,  took  pro- 
ceedings against  the  prisoner  under  the  provision  of  the  14th  section 
of  the  said  statute,  and  the  case  in  like  due  form  of  law  came  on  to 
be  heard  before  the  justices,  on  the  3rd  December,  1856.  At  the 
hearing  the  prisoner  was  defended  by  Mr.  Ascroft,  an  attorney 
employed  by  him.  The  prisoner  was  present ;  and  Mr.  Ascroft  in  his 
presence,  produced  a  ticket  or  note  and  handed  it  up  to  the  justices, 
and  stated  that  it  was  the  ticket  or  note  which  the  prisoner  had  given 
to  Elizabeth  Hopwood  when  the  goods  were  pledged,  and  which 
Robert  Hopwood  had  given  back  to  him  when  he  received  the 
eight  shillings  and  one  shilling  and  tenpence,  and  when  he  gave 
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to  Bobert  Hi^wood  the  bundle  containing  the  articles  before       bbo; 
mentioned.  «• 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  ticket  or  note : — 

WILLIAM  FITCHIE,  Pawnbroker, 


Fitch  IK. 
1857. 


Forgery — 

Na  85,  Church-street^  Preston.  Pawn-tickei— 


15th  January,  1856. 
Blanket,  2  Sheets,  Counterpane    8^. 

Elizabeth  Hopwood,  near  Preston,  H.L. 
[741] 

The  jury  found,  first,  that  the  ticket  produced  before  and  handed 
up  to  the  justices  by  Mr.  Ascrof):  as  before  mentioned,  as  the  genuine 
ticket  originally  given  by  the  prisoner  to  Elizabeth  Hopwood,  and 
afterwards  delivered  back  to  him  by  Bobert  Hopwood,  was  not  the 
genuine  ticket  but  was  a  false  and  fabricated  ticket. 

Secondly. — That  the  prisoner  did,  through  the  hand  of  Mr. 
Aacroft,  his  attorney,  deliver  to  the  justices  as  being  the  genuine 
ticket  the  said  false  and  fabricated  ticket^  he  knowing  it  to  be 
fidse  and  fabricated. 

I  request  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  upon  the 
following  questions : — 

First. — Was  the  production  and  delivery  of  the  document  in 
the  manner  before  mentioned  by  Mr.  Ascroft  before  and  to  the 
justices,  taken  together  with  the  finding  of  the  jury,  an  uttering 
by  the  prisoner  ? 

Secondly. — Was  the  doing  so  an  ofience  as  averred  in  any  of 
the  coonts  of  the  indictment  oefore  mentioned  ? 

Monky  for  the  prisoner.  First,  there  is  no  evidence  of  uttering 
by  the  prisoner. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — ^We  must  take  it  that  the  fabricated  docu- 
ment waa  shown  to  the  magistrates  with  the  prisoner's  sanction. 

Monk, — The  court  are  to  say  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to 
support  the  finding  of  the  jury.  Even  assuming  that  the  prisoner 
being  present  must  be  considered  as  sanctioning  what  was  done  by 
his  agent,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  would  be  involved 
in  criminal  responsibility  for  the  act.  Suppose  that  he  had  been 
asked  for  a  blank  form  of  duplicate,  which  had  been  filled  up  with- 
out his  knowledge ;  would  his  mere  acquiescence  afterwards  in  the 
use  made  of  it  render  him  criminally  responsible  ? 

Coleridge,  J. — I  doubt  whether  mere  acquiescence  would  have 
been,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  he  was  placed,  evidence 
of  an  uttering  by  him ;  but  the  question  put  to  us  is  whether  the 
production  and  delivery  of  the  document  in  the  manner  mentioned, 
^  taken  together  with  the  finding  of  the  jury,"  was  an  uttering  by 
the  prisoner ;  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  that  the  prisoner  did, 
through  the  hands  of  his  attorney,  deliver  it  to  the  justices  as 
genuine. 

Martin,  B. — I  agreed  with  you  at  the  trial  that  if  the  act 

B  2 


Uttering, 
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Rkg.  was  really  the  act  of  the  attorney  and  not  of  the  prisonei',  the  latter 

FrrcBiR.  ^^  "^*  guilty ;  but  that  was  a  quetstion  for  the  jury,  aiid  they 

found  the  fact  against  you, 

1857-  MonK — Still  if  Ascroft  was  a  guilty  agent  in  the  matter,  he  alone 

jfWrv—  ^^^^^^7  uttered  it,  and  he  alone  would  be  a  principal  in  that 

Pawn-tickets  ofTenCC. 

uuerinff.         Cbompton,  J. — They  would  both  be  principals.     They  were 
acting  together. 

Monk. — Then,  secondly,  the  document  itself  was  not  one  which 
could  be  the  subject  of  an  indictment  for  felonious  forgery  within 
the  statute  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10.  It  purports  to  be 
a  pawnbroker's  duplicate,  issued  under  section  6  of  39  &  40 
Geo.  3,  c.  99,  which  requires  a  pawnbroker,  on  receiving  a  pledge, 
to  make  an  entry  of  certain  particulars  in  a  book,  and  to  give  to  the 

Serson  who  pledges  the  goods  a  corresponding  memorandum.  It 
oes  not,  upon  the  face  of  it,  purport  to  be  anything  1>ut  what  it 
is,  viz.,  a  memorandum  of  the  names  and  descriptions  of  certain 
persons  and  goods  as  required  by  the  Pawnbrokers  Act. 

Coleridge,  J. — Does  it  not  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  goods 
for  which  the  pawnbroker  is  to  be  accountaole  ? 

Monk, — Not  upon  the  face  of  it.  It  may  be  an  invoice  of  goods 
sold  for  anything  that  appears  upon  the  face  of  it ;  and  if  the  facts 
are  looked  to,  then  it  appears  not  to  be  an  accountable  receipt, 
because  when  it  was  produced,  the  money  lent  had  been  paid  back, 
the  goods  pledged  had  been  returned,  and  the  transaction  was 
closed. 

Martin,  B. — Then,  supposing  it  to  be  an  accountable  receipt 
upon  the  face  of  it,  and  an  action  of  trover  being  brought  for  the 
goods,  a  ticket  is  forged  and  produced  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
the  wrong  delivery,  you  sny  that  it  would  not  be  an  uttenng  within 
the  statute. 

Monk. — It  would  be  if  the  document  itself  clearly  appeared  on 
the  face  of  it  to  be  one  of  those  described  in  the  statutes  against 
forgery. 

Coleridge,  J. — But  is  not  this  pawn-ticket  when  it  is  first 
given  out  by  the  pawnbroker  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods  ? 

Monk, — That  may  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  or  this  argument; 
but,  in  truth,  it  is  only  a  copy  of  the  entry  which  must  be  made 
in  the  pawnbroker's  own  book,  and  that  cannot  be  a  receipt. 

Crompton,  J. — Although  the  ticket  does  not  in  words  acknow- 
ledge the  receipt  of  goods,  yet,  to  any  person  acquainted  with  the 
course  of  these  transactions,  it  would,  even  upon  the  face  of  it, 
appear  to  be  an  accountable  receipt. 

Monk. — That  is  by  the  aid  of  matter  dehors  the  instrument,  and 
if  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  extrinsic  evidence,  then  it  must  be 
shown  to  be  an  accountable  receipt  at  the  time  when  it  was  used. 
It  is  not  denied  that  the  real  character  of  an  instrument  may  be 
shown  by  proof  oT  matter  dehors  the  instrument ;  there  are  cases  to 
that  effect ;  but  in  such  cases  the  instrument  must  be  shown  to 
have  borne  the  particular  character  when  it  was  used. 
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Crompton,  J, — Then  you  contend  that  if  such  an  instrument 
is  forged  for  the  purpose  of  fraud  three  years  after  the  transaction 
to  which  it  refers,  there  can  be  no  conviction  of  felony  under  the 
statute. 

Monk, — After  the  transaction  is  closed  the  instrument  has  lost 
its  original  character,  if  it  was  originally  a  receipt.  In  the  hands 
of  the  pawnbroker  it  cannot  purport  to  be  an  accountable  receipt. 

Crompton,  J. — Yes ;  an  accountable  receipt  returned  to  the 
pawnbroker. 

Monk, — ^At  the  moment  when  it  is  returned,  he  ceases  to  be 
accountable. 

Ck>CKBi7BN,  C  J. — I  think  that  we  must  look  to  what  was  the 
character  of  the  icstrument  at  its  creation.  [Martin,  B. — The 
document  was  still  a  pawnbroker's  duplicate,  though  the  transaction 
was  at  an  end.  Cockburn,  C.  J. — And  it  is  produced  before 
the  magistrates  in  answer  to  the  charge  as  being  the  genuine  docu- 
ment relating  to  the  particular  transaction.] 

Monk, — But  that  is  not  a  user  of  it  as  an  accountable  receipt ; 
but  a  user  of  it  for  a  purpose  inconsistent  with  its  being  then  an 
accountable  receipt.  To  make  the  uttering  of  a  forged  instru- 
ment felony  withm  the  statute,  the  instrument  forged  must,  at 
the  time  of  committing  the  offence,  be  such  as  is  described  in  the 
statute ;  but  in  the  present  case  the  facts  establish  that  at  the 
time  when  the  offence  is  supposed  to  have  been  committed,  this 
could  not  be  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods. 

Cockburn,  C.  J. — If  A.  deposits  money  with  B.  and  takes  from 
him  a  receipt,  which  B.  afterwards  contrives  to  alter  so  as  to  reduce 
the  amount,  would  not  B.  be  guilty  of  uttering  a  forged  receipt, 
if  he  produced  the  altered  document  as  evidence  in  an  action  for 
the  money  brought  by  A.  ? 

Coleridge,  J. — R.  v.  Ion  (2  Den.  C.  C.  475^  is  a  strong  case, 
because  there  certain  forged  tax  receipts  were  snown  only  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  that  a  third  person  was  a  safe  person  to  lend 
money  to;  (&  C.  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  1.) 

Monk. — ^In  that  case  the  receipt  continued  in  full  force  and 
eflScacy  as  a  receipt  up  to  the  time  of  committing  the  offence. 

Crompton,  J. — No  forged  instrument  has  any  real  validity ;  but 
this  was  produced  by  the  prisoner  as  being  an  accountable  receipt. 

Monk, — Not  as  being  so  at  the  time  when  he  produced  it ;  only 
as  an  instrument  which  had  once  been  so,  but  was  so  no  longer. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

Cockburn,  C.  J. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  was 
properly  convicted  upon  the  counts  which  charge  him  with  having 
uttered  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods.  The  facts  are  plain. 
Elizabeth  Hopwood  pledges  with  the  prisoner  certain  goods,  re- 
ceiving the  usual  pawn-ticket.  In  a  few  days  her  husband  comes 
to  redeem  the  articles ;  he  pays  the  amount  advanced  with  interest, 
restores  the  pawn-ticket  to  the  prisoner,  and  receives  what  he 
supposes  to  be  the  articles  pledged.  But  it  turns  out  that  part 
only  have  been  returned ;  and  upon  that  proceedings  are  taken 


Rbo. 

FiTCHlR. 

1857. 

Forgery — 

Pawn-tick€l- 

UUering, 
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^*®*        before  the  magistrates  to  recover  the  remainder.    In  order  to  meet 
FiTCHus.      ^^^^  demand  the  prisoner  produces  a  false  instrument,  which,  is 

delivered  by  his  attorney  to  the  magistrates  as  being  the  genuine 

^^^'^'        pawn-ticket  which  had  Seen  given  to  Elizabeth  Hopwood.     Thai 

Forgent—     ^^  done  in  his  presence  and.. with  his  sanction;  and  is  clearly  as 

Pawn-ticket—  much  an  Uttering  as  though  it  had  been  done  with  his  own  hand, 

Uuering.     jgyt  ^heu  the  question  is,  whether    this  instrument  is  properly 

described  as  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods;,  and  we  are  of 

opinion  that  it  is.      The  Pawnbrokers  Act  requires  that  upon 

receiving  goods  in  pledge,  the  pawnbroker  should  give  a  ticket  in 

the  form  tnerein  prescribed ;   and  this  document  is  substantially  in 

the  form  required  by  the  act.     It  is,  therefore^  a  receipt  for  the 

goods  pledged,  and  it  is  one  upon  which,  after  repayment  of  the 

money  advanced  with  interest,  the  pawnbroker  would  be  bound  to 

account.     It  is  clear  then  that  this  is  an  accountable  receipt  for 

goods,  and  that  being  so  the  case  is  within  the  statute  respecting 

forgery ;  and  the  conviction  must  be  affirmed. 

The  other  Judges  concurred.  Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

Mar/  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockb0rn,  C. J.,  Coleridge,  Crowder,  and 
WiLLEB,  JJ.y  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  r.  Mills,  (a) 

False   pretenees—^Money    obtamedy   though .  thi   proseeuiar  hteto  the 

pretence  to  be  false. 

An  indictment /or  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences  cannot  be  sustained^ 
if  the  prosecutor  when  he  parted  with  his  money  hnew  the  reprc" 
sentation  to  be  false, 

AT  the  General  Qoarter  Seesiond  of  the  Peac^  holdeii  foi*  the 
county  of  Cambridge,  on  the  9th  January,  1857,  William 
Mills  was  tried  and  convicted  opon  the  following  indictn^ent  for 
obtaining  money  nnder  false  pretences. 

The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oath  present,  that 
William  Milk,  on  the  14th  day  of  November,  1856,  did  falsely 
pretend  to  one  Samuel  Free,  that  the  said  William  Mills  had  cut 
sixty-three  fans  of  chaff  for  him  the  said  Samuel  Free,  by  which 
said  false  pretence  the  said  William  Mills  then  unlawfully  did 
obtain  from  the  said  Samuel  Free  certain  money  of  him  the  said 
Samuel  Free,  with  intent  to  defraud.  Whereas,  in  truth  and  id 
fiict,  the  said  William  Mills  had  not  cut  sixty-three  fans  of  chaff, 
as  the  said  William  Mills  did  then  so  falsely  pretend  to  the  said 
Samuel  Free,  but  a  much  smaller  quantity,  to  wit,  forty-five 
fans  of  chaff.  And  the  said  William  Mills,  at  the  time  he  so 
falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid,  well  knew  the  said  pretence  to  be 
false,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.  It  appeared  from  the 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  was  employed  to  cut  chaff  for  the 
prosecutor,  and  was  to  be  paid  twopence  per  fan  for  as  much  as 
ne  cut.  He  made  a  demand  for  10«.  M.  and  stated  he  had  cut 
sixty-three  fans,  but  the  prosecutor  and  another  witness  had  seen 
the  prisoner  remove  eighteen  fans  of  cut  chaff  from  an  adjoining 
chaff-house,  and  add  them  to  the  heap  which  he  pretended  he  had 
cut,  thus  making  the  sixty-three  fans  for  which  he  charged.  Upon 
the  representation  that  he  had  cut  sixty-three  fans  of  chaff, 
and  notwithstanding  his  knowledge  of  the  prisoner  having  added 
the  eighteen  fans,  the  prosecutor  paid  him  the  \0s,  6d^  being  33; 

(a)  Beported  bj  A.  Bittlbstov,  E»q.,  Barrisler-at-Law. 
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Rkg.        more  than  the  prisoner   was  entitled  to  for  the  work  actually 
Mills        performed.     It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner :  first,  that 

*       this  was   simply  an   overcharge,    as  in  the   case  of  i2.  v.    Oates 

1857.        (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  540);  and,  secondly,  that  as  the  prosecutor  at 
FakTpreuncta  ^^^  ^™®  ^^  parted  with  his  money  knew  the  facts,  the  prisoner 
^Pro$ecutor't  could   not   be   Said   to   have   obtained  the   money    by   the   false 
knowledge  of  pretence.     Judgment  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner  was  dis- 
the  falsehood,  charged    upon    recognizances   to  appear  at   the   next    Quarter 
Sessions.      The   opinion   of  the   Court  of    Criminal   Appeal   is 
requested   whether  the  prisoner  was  rightly  convicted  of  misde- 
meanor under  the  foregoing  indictment. 
No  counsel  was  instructed  for  the  prisoner. 
Orridffe,  for  the  Crown. — Although  the  prosecutor  knew  that 
the  representation  was  false,  and  permitted  the  prisoner  to  com- 
plete the  offence  by  receiving  the  money,  that  does  not  render  the 
offence  less  in  him.     In  larceny  the  same  doctrine  is  established, 
B.  V.  Effffinfftoni  (2  B.  &  P.  508.)   [Cockburn, C.  J.— There  the 
prosecutor  remains  passive.     Willes,  J. — Invito  domino  is  held 
to  mean  without  leave.]    In  R.  v.  Adet/  (7  Car.  &  P.  140),  it  was 
said  to  be  no  answer  that  the  prosecutor  had  laid  a  plan  to  entrap 
the  prisoner  into  the  commission  of  the  offence. 

Cockburn,  C.  J. — The  question  in  these  cases  is,  whether  the 
false  representation  is  the  immediate  motive  operating  on  the  mind 
of  the  prosecutor,  and  inducing  him  to  part  with  his  money.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  that  was  the  case  here,  because  he  paid  the 
money  although  he  knew  the  representation  to  be  false.  Unless 
the  money  be  obtained  bt/  the  false  pretence,  it  is  an  attempt 
only. 

Coleridge,  J. — In  R.  v.  Adey^  the  prosecutor  did  part  with 
his  money  in  consequence  of  the  false  pretence. 

Bramwell,  B. — I  do  not  think  he  could  recover  back  the 
money  in  a  civil  action. 

Wjlles,  J. — Because  it  was  paid  voluntarily  with  a  knowledge 
of  all  the  circumstances.  Conviction  quashed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburk,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crowder,  and 
WiLLES^  J  J.;  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  r.  Cockburn.  (a) 

Evidence — Absence  of  witness — Admissibility  of  deposition. 

The  deposition  of  a  toiiness  was  received  in  evideticey  upon  proof  beifig 
given  by  his  medical  attendant,  that  though  he  might  have  been  brought 
to  the  court  without  danger  to  lifey  yet  he  was  suffering  from  a  second 
attack  ofparalysisy  which  disabled  him  altogether  from  giving  evidence, 

HM,  rightly  received, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  the  Recorder  of  Berwick: — 
At  the  last  January  Sessions  for  Berwick-upon-Tweed, 
Mark  Cockbum  was  indicted  for  stealing  money  from  the  person 
of  James  Emery.  The  prisoner  pleaded  Not  Guilty,  and  it  was 
proposed  at  the  trial  to  give  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  James 
Emery,  which  was  proved  to  have  been  duly  taken  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17. 

To  prove  the  state  of  health  of  James  Emery,  a  medical  witness 
was  called,  who  gave  the  following  evidence : — I  am  a  physician 
in  attendance  on  James  Emery.  I  saw  him  this  morning — he  is 
not  able  to  attend  here  in  consequence  of  illness,  he  cannot  speak, 
and  I  have  never  been  able  to  make  him  hear ;  it  is  a  second 
attack  of  paralysis.  He  had  a  former  attack  ten  months  ago,  from 
which  he  recovered  tolerably,  but  was  not  so  strong  as  berore.  If 
brought  here  he  would  not  be  able  to  ^ve  evidence,  yet  he  might 
be  brought  here  without  danger  to  life,  though  I,  as  his  physician, 
could  not  permit  him  to  roam  abroad  if  I  knew  it  At  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  I  examined  another  witness,  who 
said  that  he  had  seen  James  Emery  in  the  street  on  the  preceding 
day  near  the  door  of  his  shop.  On  this  it  was  objected,  that  as 
James  Emery  had  been  out  of  the  house,  and  might  be  brought 
to  court  without  danger  to  life,  he  was  not  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able 
to  travel,  according  to  the  language  of  the  statute,  which  was  to 
be  taken  strictly,  but  that  in  such  a  case  an  application  ought  to 
have  been  made  for  the  postponement  of  the  trial :  but  I  was  of 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq  ,  Barristor-at-Law. 
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Reo.        opinion  that  as  it  had  been  proved  to  my  satisfaction,  that  at  the 
^     ^'         time  of  the  trial  James  Emery  was  disabled  from  civincr  evidence 

*    by  an  attack  of  illness  not  plainly  appearing  to  be  temporary,  bis 

1857.        deposition  was  admissible,  whether  ne  had  power  of  travelling  or 
D  ooMm  f  °^*'     '^^®  deposition  was  therefore  given  in  evidence,  and  the 
a6^w!2n«^.  prisoner  was  convicted.     I  postponed  judgment,  taking  recogni- 
zance of  bail   for  the   appearance  of  the  prisoner  at  the  next 
sessions  to  receive  judgment  in  case  this  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  he  was  rightly  convicted. 
This  case  was  not  argued. 

CoCKBURif ,  C.  J. — We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction is  right.  CenwicHon  affirmed. 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridoe,   Crowder,  and 
WiLLES,  JJ.,  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Toole  and  Others,  (a) 

Evidence — Proof  of  prosecittor^s  Christian  name  by  a  witness  who  had 

seen  him  sign  it. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  robbery,  the  prosecutor  himself  bein^ 
abscrUy  the  only  evidence  of  his  Christian  name  was  this :  (hat  one  of 
the  witnesses  had  seen  him  sign  the  information  against  the  prisoner^ 
and  also  the  deposition  before  the  magistrates,  and  that  the  signatures 
to  those  docutnents  corresponded  with  the  names  laid  in  the  indictment. 

Held,  admissible  and  sufficient  evidenee  of  the  Christian  name. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  by  Chan- 
nell,  B.  : — 
Frederick  Toole,  Ambrose  Lee,  and  John  Reading,  were  tried 
before  me  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  of  Kent,  on  a  charge 
of  feloniously  assaulting  Thomas  Bent,  on  the  19th  February, 
1857,  and  stealing  from  his  person  a  watch,  his  property.  The 
three  prisoners  on  the  night  of  the  18th,  or  morning  of  the  19th 
of  February,  in  a  public  street  at  Chatham,  violently  assaulted  a 
person  then  known  to  the  several  witnesses  called  for  the  prose- 
cution, and  who   was  described  by  them  in  their   evidence  as 

(a)    Reported  bj  A.  Bittlestok,  Esq.,  Barrister-Al-Law. 
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Lieutenant  Bent  of  the  Royal  Marines^  of  Her  Majesty's  sbip 
Iris,  then  fitting  out  at  Sheeroess.     For  the  purpoaes  of  this  case  ** 

it  is  to  be  taken,  that  from  the  person  so  known  as-  Lieutenant        ^^ 
Bent,   the    three  prisoners  stole  a  watch,  bis  property.     Lien*      Othxbs; 
tenant  Bent  was  not  called  at  the  trial.     It  wns  proved  that  at       T~ 

the  time  of  the  trial  he  was  in  service  in  foreign  parts  on  board       ' 

the  Iris.  After  the  case  for  the  prosecution  was  closed,  it  was  Pivof  of  prose- 
objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  that  no  proof  had  been  «»to»^f  *«»» 
given  of  the  Christian  name  of  the  prosecutor  as  described  in  the 
indictment.  The  prosecutor's  counsel  by  permission  recalled  a 
witness  named  Richard  Halse.  He  deposed  as  follows : — I  know 
Lieutenant  Bent  of  the  Royal  Marines.  I  saw  him  sign  his 
name  twice.  I  saw  him  sign  this  writing.  [The  writing  r^erred 
to  was  a  complaint  and  charge  in  respect  of  the  same  assault  and 
stealing,  for  which  the  prisoners  were  tried  before  me^  and  was 
made  by  Lieutenant  Bent  against  the  prisoners,  before  certain 
magistrates  of  the  county  of  Kent]  I  saw  him  sign  it  at  the 
magistrate's  office.  He  signed  it  on  Friday,  the  20th  of  February. 
On  the  following  day  I  saw  Lieutenant  Bent  sign  this  writing. 
He  did  so  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoners.  [This  last  writing 
was  the  deposition  of  Lieutenant  Bent  in  support  of  the  same 
chaige,  and  was  taken  before  the  magistrates  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoners.]  From  these  signatures  I  know  his  name  to  be 
Thomas  Bent.  On  cross-examination  the  witness  stated,  except 
so  far  as  I  know  the  fact,  from  having  seen  Lieutenant  Bent  sign 
his  name  on  these  two  occasions,  1  know  nothing  about  his 
Christian  name.  So  much  only  of  the  complaint  and  deposition 
was  then  read,  as  showed  that  the  papers  so  proved  to  have  been 
signed  by  Lieutenant  Bent  in  the  presence  of  the  witness 
Halse,  had  been  signed — *^  Thomas  Bent."  The  prisoners'  counsel 
objected  to  the  admissibility  of  any  part  of  either  of  the  documents 
for  any  purpose.  The  above  is  the  only  evidence  of  the  name  of 
the  prosecutor  as  laid  in  the  indictment.  I  reserved  for  the 
opimon  of  the  court  the  question  as  to  the  admissibility;  and  if 
admissible,  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  The  jury  found  the 
prisoners  guilty.  I  respited  sentence  upon  the  conviction,  and  the 
prisoners  are  m  custody.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court  is,  whether  the  above  evidence  was  admissible,  and  sufficient 
evidence  to  prove  the  name  of  prosecutor  as  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment. 

Bushby,  for  the  prisoner  Reading,  contended  that  neither  the 
mformation  nor  the  deposition  was  admissible  in  evidence,  the 
prosecutor  not  being  dead  or  insane  or  unable  to  travel,  and  that 
what  he  had  written  could  onlv  be  evidenced  by  the  writing  itself. 
[Bramwell,  B. — Suppose  the  witness,  instead  of  seeing  him 
write  his  name,  had  neard  him  make  in  open  court  a  solemn 
affirmation  in  that  name.  Cockbubn,  C.  J. — Might  you  not 
prove  the  name  of  a  Secretary  of  State  by  calling  a  clerk  in  the 
office  ?]  His  own  statement  of  his  name  would  be  evidence  against 
himself;  but  not  against  third  persons;   and  with  reference   to 
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Rflo.        criminal  charges,  there  are  often  circumstances  which  might  induce 

j,^'         a  prosecutor  to  conceal  his  real  name.    [Coleridge,  J. — That 

^i,i>        is  only  an  observation  upon  the  weight  of  the  evidence.!      If 

OTHBfis.      evidence  of  this  description  is  received,  the  accused  might  be 

77Z        involved  in   great  difficulty  in  making  out  a  plea  of  auterfoU 

*       (icquit  or  convict^  supposing  him  to  be  charged  afterwards  with  the 

Proqfofpro9&'  same  offence,  the  prosecutor's  name  being  altered. 
auor't  mme,       jjq  counsel  was  instructed  for  the  prosecution. 

CoCKBUBN, — C.  J.  We  have  no  aoubt  that  this  evidence  was 
admissible,  though  the  weight  of  it  may  be  open  to  some  obser^ 
vations  fit  to  be  addressed  to  a  jury ;  not  that  the  documeuts  as 
such  are  admissible ;  but  that  the  statement  of  a  witness  who  has 
seen  anothef  sign  his  name  to  a  particular  document  which  is 

Produced,  is  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the  name  attached  to  the 
ocument  is  one  by  which  he  was  commonly  known. 
The  other  Judges  concurred.  Conviction  affirmed. 


CKIMIKAL  LAW   CASES.  269 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  Crowder,  and 
WiLLES,  JJ.y  and  Bramwell,   B.) 

Reg.  v.  Fitch,  {a) 

Larceny — PMsessUm  by  adulterer  of  the  wearing  apparel  of  the  wife. 

An  adulterer  who  takes  possession  of  none  of  the  hushand^s  property 
except  the  wearing  apparel  of  the  wife  cannot  be  convicted  of  larceny. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  larceny  of  a  bonnet  and  other  articles  of  female 
apparel,  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  lodger  in  prosecutor's 
house^  agreed  with  his  wife  that  they  should  go  away  and  live  together 
in  adultery.  He  went  away  leaving  the  husband  and  wife  together  ; 
she  followed^  and  shortly  afterwards  the  prisoner  and  wife  were  found 
together,  the  prisoner-  at  that  time  carrying  a  box  which  contained 
her  wearing  apparel 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of  stealing  those  articles. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Erie,  J.  The  indictment 
was  for  larceny,  in  stealing  a  bonnet,  boots,  and  goloshes,  the 
property  of  James  Reeve.  The  facts  were,  that  the  prisoner  being 
a  lodger  in  Reeve's  house,  agreed  with  his  wife  that  they  should 
go  away  and  live  together  in  adultery.  He  went  away  leaving 
the  husband  and  wife  together;  then  the  husband  went  out  to 
work,  and  then  the  wife  went  after  the  prisoner ;  they  were  fol- 
lowed and  overtaken  on  the  road  in  company  together,  and  he  was 
apprehended ;  and  at  that  time  he  was  carrying  a  bandbox  con- 
taining goloshes  and  boots,  the  wearing  apparel  of  the  wife  of  the 
prosecutor,  and  so,  iii  law,  his  property.  The  judgment  was 
respited,  the  prisoner  remaining  in  custody  till  the  opinion  of  this 
court  could  be  taken  on  the  question,  whether  on  these  facts  the 
conviction  was  right:  (see  Thompson's  case,  1  Den.  C.  C  R.  549; 
4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  191 ;  B.  v.  Featherstone,  1  Dearsley  C.  C.  R. 
369 ;  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  376.) 

TozeTy  for  the  prisoner. —This  conviction  is  wrong  on  two 
grounds.  1st.  There  was  no  taking  by  the  prisoner.  2nd.  The 
goods  charged  to  have  been  stolen  were  the  mere  wearing  apparel 
of  the  wife. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — Yes ;  in  both  the  cases  referred  to  the 
man  was  taking  away  the  husband's  money.  Here  he  was  carrying 
away  only  her  necessary  wearing  apparel. 

Tozer. — B.  v.  Rosenberg  (1  Car.  &  K.  233)  is  also  in  point. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — We  are  all  agreed  that  this  conviction 
cannot  be  sustained.  Conviction  quashed. 

(d)  Reported  hj  A.  Bittlebtoh,  Esq.,  Barrister- at-Law. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  U,  1857. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.B., 
Coleridge,  Cresswell,  Crowder,  Crompton,  and  Willes, 
JX,  Bramwell,  Watson  and  Channell,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Sherwood,  (a) 

Fahe  pretences — Sale  of  coal — Misrepresentation  of  quantity. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  false  pretences^  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner, 
after  having  agreed  with  the  prosecutor  to  sell  and  deliver  a  load  of 
coals  at  a  certain  price  per  cwt,,  falsely  and  fraudulently  pretended 
that  the  quantity  which  he  had  delivered  was  eighteen  cwt,,  and  that 
it  had  been  weighed  at  the  colliery,  and  the  weight  put  down  by 
himself  on  a  ticket,  which  he  produced,  he  knowing  it  to  be  fourteen 
cwt,  only,  and  thereby  obtained  an  additional  sum  of  money  : 

Held,  that  he  was  properly  convicted  of  the  offence  charged* 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Willes,  J. : 
Samuel  Sherwood  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Stafford 
Assizes,  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences,  upon  two  occa- 
sions, from  Phoebe  Smith.  Each  of  the  counts  stated  the  pretence 
to  be  a  false  pretence,  as  to  the  weight  of  a  quantity  of  coals  sold 
and  delivered  by  him.  It  appeared  in  evidence  as  follows : — The 
prisoner  was  a  coal  dealer.  Upon  the  24th  of  December,  1856, 
Phoebe  Smith  asked  him  to  sell  her  a  load  of  coals  which  he  then 
had.  He  declined  ;  but  said  he  would  fetch,  sell,  and  deliver  her 
one  for  7d,  per  cwt.  from  a  colliery  where  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
buying ;  to  which  she  assented ;  and  he  accordingly  fetched  and 
delivered  to  her  a  load  actually,  to  his  knowledge,  weighing 
fourteen  cwt.  He,  however,  represented  to  her  that  the  weight 
of  it  was  eighteen  cwt.  and  that  it  had  been  weighed  out  at  the 
colliery,  and  he  produced  a  ticket  showing  such  to  be  the  weight, 
which  ticket  he  stated  he  had  made  out  himself  when  it  was 
weighed;  Phoebe  Smith  thereupon  paid  him  for  the  eighteen  cwt 

Upon  the  6th  of  February,  1857,  there  was  a  similar  transac- 
tion, except  that  the  coals  delivered  weighed  only  a  ton,  and  were 
represented  by  the  prisoner  to  weigh  twenty-three  cwt 

Upon  each  occasion  the  prisoner  misrepresented  the^weight  of 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  BiTTUcarroM,  Euq ,  Bairister-at-Law. 
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the  coals,  wilfully  and  fraudulently  knowing  them  to  be  of  the       Ueq, 
leas  weight,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  buyer  of  the  differ-  •• 

ence  in  the  sum  to  be  paid  between  the  actual  and  represented       bbwood. 
weight;   and  he  made  the  misrepresentation  as  to  the  weight  of       1857. 

the  coal  verbally  and  by  the  ticket,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding    ^^ 

the  buyer  and  indudnj^  her  to  pay  more  than  the  just  price  of  —saU^^j!^ 
the  coals,  and  by  such  false  pretences  intending  to  obtain,  and  did  reprtiouaHim 
obtain,  the  price  in  excess.  qfquamUy, 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended  that  this  case  was  not 
within  the  statute,  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  case  of  a  misrepresenta- 
tion as  to  the  quantity  and  value  of  an  article  agreed  to  be  sold, 
and  which  was  actually  sold  and  delivered  to  the  purchaser,  and 
that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  misrepresentations  made  upon 
aalea. 

I  was  of  the  contrary  opinion,  and  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who 
convicted  the  prisoner. 

But,  being  under  the  impression  that  doubt  still  existed  upon 
the  subject,  notwithstanding  the  cases  of  Burgon  ( I  Dears.  &  Bell, 
11;  7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  131),  and  Roebuck  (1  D.  &  B.;  7  Cox 
Grim.  Cas.  126),  I  reserved  the  matter  for  the  consideration  of 
the  judges,  postponed  the  judgment,  and  held  the  prisoner  to 
bail:  (see  also  R.  v.  Eagleton^  1  Dears.  515.) 

This  case  was  first  argued  on  Saturday,  May  2nd,  by  Kettle  for 
the  prisoner,  who  cited  R.  v.  Reed  (7  Car.  &  P.  848);  and  the 
court  then  directed  that  it  should  be  reargued  before  all  the  judges 
from  deference  to  the  authority  of  that  decision. 

Powell  for  the  prisoner. — This  is  not  a  false  pretence  within  the 
statute  7  &  8  Oeo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53.  At  common  law  it  is  quite 
clear  that  a  mere  private  imposition  upon  a  purchaser,  without 
the  use  of  false  weights  or  measures,  by  delivering  a  less 
quantity  as  and  for  a  larger  quantity  was  not  indictable  (jR.  v. 
fTheaikyyS  Burr.  1125;  A  v.  Lara,  6  T.R.565);  and  the  statute 
was  only  intended  to  get  rid  of  ^^  the  subtle  distinction  between 
larceny  and  fraud.**  In  Rex  v.  Osborn  (3  Burr.  1697),  an  indict- 
ment at  common  law  for  fraudulently  selling  coals  of  short  weight, 
which  was  decided  a  few  years  after  the  passing  of  the  analogous 
statute  of  30  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  the  judges  suggested  that  such  frauds 
derserved  the  attention  of  the  Legislature,  thereby  showing  that 
they  did  not  think  the  case  was  within  the  existing  statute.  So 
in  Rex  v.  Bower  (Cowp.  323\  the  judges  said  that  fraudulently 
selling  wrought  gold  under  tne  sterling  alloy  as  and  for  gold  of 
the  true  standard  weight,  was  "not  indictable*'  in  an  ordinary 
person,  though  it  was  in  a  goldsmith ;  which,  as  the  statute  30 
Geo.  2  was  in  existence,  would  seem  to  prove  that  they  thought  it 
was  not  indictable  either  at  common  law  or  under  the  statute. 
No  case  previous  to  Reg.  v.  Kenrick  (5  Q.  B.  49),  would  sustain 
the  aq^ument  that  this  case  was  within  the  statute,  and  as  the 
decision  in  that  case  was  extra-judicial,  it  is  not  a  binding  autho- 
rity, nor  are  the  cases  binding  which  were  expressly  decided 
upon  it. 


272  CRIMINAL   LAW   CASES. 

RiEo.  Coleridge^  J. — Do  you  ask  as  then  to  overrule  the  recent  cases? 

g^^  ^'  PbweU. — Yes. 

!^  ■  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — But  what  power  have  we  to  do  that? 

1857.  Powell — It  is  submitted  the  court  has  full  power  to  do  so:   (see 

FahTvretenr    ^^^^^^  ^*  •^•^^foon,  Hobart's  Rcp-  59.) 
Sdie—M%^     Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — But  was  this  court  in  existence  in 

repre*etitalion    Hobart's  time  ? 

of  quantity,        Powell. — The  same  principle  is  established  in  Balne  v.  Hutton 
(2  Cr.  &  J.)  and  in  O'Connell  v.  The  Qveen  (11  CI.  &  Fin.) 

Bramwell,  B. — Before  you  ask  us  to  overrule  these  cases,  had 
you  not  better  try  and  distinguish  them  ? 

PawelL — Then  it  is  submitted  that  they  are  distinguishable. 
Reff  V.  Burffon  (25  L.  J.  105,  M.  C. ;  S.  C.  1  D.  &  B.  1 1 ),  was  the 
case  of  a  totally  false  pretence,  which  this  was  not.  Reff.  v.  Abbott 
(1  Den.  C.  C.  273;  2  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  430),  and  Reg.  v.  Roebuck 
(1  D.  &  B.  24),  were  cases  in  which  another  and  inferior  thing  had 
been  substituted  for  the  thing  bargained  for.  Here  coal  was  bar- 
gained for,  and  coal  sold ;  only  there  was  a  false  statement  as  to  the 
quantity.  All  these  decisions  proceeded  on  KenriclCs  case.  More- 
over, Reg.  V.  Codrington  (1  C.  &  P.  661),  shows  that  this  is  not  a 
false  pretence  within  the  statute ;  and  R.  v.  Reed  (7  C.  &  P.  848), 
now  admitted  to  have  been  decided  by  all  the  judges,  is  precisely 
in  point,  and  a  binding  authority.  In  Reg.  v.  Oates  (6  Cox  Crim. 
Cas.  540;  24  L.  J.  123,  M.  C),  Pollock,  C.  B.  said  the  statute  was 
not  passed  with  reference  to  buying  and  selling  transactions  where 
there  is  a  real  bargain  between  the  parties,  and  the  whole  matter 
is  not  bottomed  in  fraud.  See  also  the  judgments  of  Parke,  B., 
and  Wightman,  J.,  to  the  same  effect.  The  present 'case  was  one 
of  a  real  bargain.  The  subject-matter  of  it  was  a  load  of  coal, 
and  that  was  what  the  prisoner  sold ;  only  he  made  an  overcharge 
in  respect  of  the  quantity. 

CoOKBURN,  C.  J. — It  was  sold  by  the  load,  but  at  so  much 
per  cwt. 

Potoell. — It  was  the  bargain  for  the  load  that  induced  the 
prosecutrix  to  part  with  her  money.  The  payment  per  cwt.  was 
only  the  mode  agreed  upon  for  ascertaining  the  sum  to  be  paid. 
Suppose  he  had  said,  **  There  is  your  load  of  coal ;  it  weighs  a 
ton — pay  me  lis.  8(/ for  it,"  it  is  submitted  this  would  not  be  a 
false  pretence  within  the  statute. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — But  if  he  had  said  **  There,  in  that  covered 
waggon  is  your  load  of  coal,"  and  she  had  paid  for  it,  and  it  turned 
out  that  there  was  no  coal  in  the  waggon? 

Powell — That  would  have  been  a  very  different  case  to  the 
present. 

CoCKBTjRN,  C.  J. — Not  as  to  the  excess,  which  in  this  case 
had  no  more  existence,  than  the  whole  would  have  in  the  case 
which  I  put.  Suppose  a  man  sold  a  flock  of  sheep  at  so  much 
a  head,  and  said  there  were  a  hundred  of  them,  and  there  were 
but  ninety  ? 

Powell. — That  is  precisely  the  present  case,  and  it  is  submitted 
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that  the  bargain  is  for  the  flock,  and  that  the  money  is  parted        ^"^• 
with  in  consequence  of  the  bargain  for  the  flock,  and  not  of  the   shkbwwd. 

false  misrepresentation  as  to  the  number.    Moreover,  it  is  the  case        

of  a  real  bargain  and  not  of  a  transaction  altogether  fraudulent,        ]^^' 
and  the  purchaser  should  have  weighed  the  coals  or  counted  the  jfafcc  pretences 
flock,  and  not  have  relied  upon  the  statement  of  the  seller.    There  —Sale  of  good* 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  misstatement  as  to  any  antecedent  — -^^'^f^/w**;**- 

^^]l  quantUjf^ 

Cresswell,  J. — Yes;  the  case  finds  that  he  stated  he  had 
weighed  it,  and  that  he  produced  a  ticket  showing  the  weight  to 
be  eighteen  cwt. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J*. — It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  case  precisely 
within  the  words  of  the  statute. 

Powell, — But  the  words  "any  false  pretence"  are  not  to  be 
taken  absolutely,  otherwise  they  would  include  false  pretences  as  to 
future  conduct  as  well  as  of  past  transactions*  Yet  it  is  clear^ 
according  to  the  decisions,  that  if  I  say  fraudulently  I  will  go  to 
York  if  you  will  give  me  5/.,  and  so  obtain  the  money,  and  do  not 
go^  that  is  not  within  the  statute ;  whereas  if  I  say  that  I  have 
been,  and  so  obtain  the  money,  and  I  have  not  been,  it  is  within 
the  statute.  The  words  of  the  statute,  therefore,  have  a  technical 
meaning  only,  and  are  restrained  within  it  by  judicial  decisions. 

McAIahorif  contrd,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  have  had  some  very  nice  cases  to 
determine  respecting  this  act  of  Parliament,  -the  7  &  8  Geo.  4^ 
c  29, 8.  53,  upon  which  great  difiiculty  and  doubt  have  arisen.  In  this 
case  I  can  see  no  doubt  or  difiiculty  whatever;  it  seems  to  me  to 
he  clearly  within  the  words  and  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 
I  ought,  perhaps,  not  to  speak  in  such  very  positive  terms,  when  I 
recollect  that  there  certainly  was  a  case,  of  Reg.  v.  Eeed,  in  which 
a  diflTerent  construction  had  been  put  upon  the  act  of  Parliament, 
because  I  believe  that  was  a  case,  very  much  like  the  present, 
upon  the  sale  of  coals  and  a  misrepresentation  of  the  quantity. 
But  we  do  not  exactly  know  how  that  misrepresentation  arose, 
or  how  far  that  case  ms\y  conflict  with  subsequent  decisions ;  as  it 
was,  however,  a  case  in  respect  of  a  similar  fraud,  my  learned 
brothers,  who  constituted  the  court  before  whom  this  case  was 
first  brought,  requested  that  it  might  be  argued  before  all  the 
judges,  not  liking  to  overrule  what  was  said  to  be  the  decision 
of  the  twelve  judges  in  the  former  case.  Most  likely  that  case,  if 
investigated,  would  be  found  to  difler  essentially  in  its  circum^*- 
stances  from  the  present;  but  if  it  were  on  all  fours  with  the 
present,  1  must  say  I  dissent  from  it,  and  must  consider  it  to  be 
overruled.  Now  here  is  an  indictment  for  having  obtained  a  sum 
of  money  by  false  pretences  on  the  sale  of  coals.  I  must  take  the 
first  transaction,  which  is  thus  described : — The  prisoner  was  a  coal 
dealer;  upon  the  24th  t)ecember,  1856,  Phoebe  Smith,  the  prose- 
cutrix, asked  him  to  sell  her  a  load  of  coals  which  he  then  had ; 
he  declined,  but  said  he  would  fetch  and  sell  and  deliver  to  her 
one  for  Id,  a  cwt.  tVum  a  colliery  where   he  was  in   the  habit  of 
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Rko.        buying.     Well;  then,  the  offer  was  to  sell  at  Id.  a  cwt.,  which 
a     ^-  she  assented  to,  and  he  accordin&cly  fetched  and  delivered  to  her  a 

'    load,  actually  to  his  knowledge  weighing  fourteen  cwt. ;  he,  how- 

1857.  ever,  represented  to  her  that  the  weight  of  it  was  eighteen  cwt., 
Faf «  ^  ^^^  *'^**  ^*  ^^  been  weighed  out  at  the  colliery ;  and  he  produced 
^-^ahofgi>od»  &  ticket  showiu^  such  to  be  the  weight,  which  ticket  he  stated  he 
-^Afisrepreten-  had  made  out  himsclf  when  the  coal  was  weighed  ;  Phoebe  Smith 
^'^itu  thereupon  paid  him  for  eighteen  cwt.  Now  I  cannot  doubt  that 
*^'  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  prisoner  is  proved  to  have  obtained  the 
sum  of  2s.  4d.  by  a  fraudulent  representation,  that  being  the  sum 
that  he  received  by  saying  that  there  were  eighteen  cwt«  instead 
of  fourteen  cwt.  It  was  a  sale  by  the  cwt. ;  and  he  stated  a 
specific  bygone  fact  which  was  within  his  own  knowledge  false, 
and  which  was  most  material  to  Phoebe  Smith,  namely,  that  he  had 
seen  the  coals  weighed  at  the  colliery,  and  had  put  the  weight 
eighteen  cwt.  upon  the  ticket,  and  that  the  price  would  amount 
to  28^. ;  well,  then,  he  obtained  the  difference  between  the  price 
of  the  fourteen  cwt.  and  that  of  the  eighteen  cwt.,  by  falsely  and 
fraudulently  representing  a  fact  relatmg  to  it,  which  induced 
Phoebe  Smith  to  pay  that  sum  to  him.  This  case  seems,  without 
any  difficulty,  to  be  within  the  act  of  Parliament;  it  is  a  case  in 
which  she  parted  with  a  sum  of  money  which  belonged  to  her, 
and  which  he  obtained  by  a  false  pretence,  with  intent  to  cheat 
and  defraud  her  of  it  In  Reg.  v.  Reed^  if  the  conclusion  oome 
to  was,  that  such  a  case  is  not  within  the  statute,  I  must  differ 
from  that  opinion.  But  I  am  relieved  from  supposing  that  that 
case  is  now  overruled  for  the  first  time,  because  the  cases  of  Hep. 
V.  Abbott^  Reg,  v.  Burgouy  and  Reg,  v.  Raebucky  have  gone  a  great 
deal  further,  and  must  be  considered  as  having  overruled  that  case, 
if  it  ever  was  so  decided.  I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying  this  is 
clearly  a  case  within  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

CoOKBURN,  C.  J. —  I  should  have  had  no  difiSculty  in  dealing 
with  a  case  of  this  kind,  sitting  in  a  court  of  criminal  appeal  con- 
sisting only  of  five  judges,  had  it  not  been  for  the  authority  of  Reg. 
v.  Reed,  in  which  there  had  been  a  decision  of  the  twelve  judges, 
that  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  as  to  the  quantity  of  goods 
sold  was  not  within  the  statute  relating  to  the  obtaining  money 
under  false  pretences.  I  think  that  that  case,  however,  cannot  now 
be  sustainable.  It  was  decided  before  the  subject  of  obtaining 
money  under  false  pretences,  and  the  operation  of  the  statute 
relating  to  such  offence,  had  undergone  sufBcient  consideration,  and 
I  think  that,  looking  at  the  authority  of  the  cases  that  have  since 
been  decided,  and  also  looking  to  the  language  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, a  fraudulent  representation  as  to  the  quantity  of  things 
sold  will  constitute  a  false  pretence  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  Parliament.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  it  was  not  while 
selling  the  article  that  he  represented  the  quantity  to  be  greater 
than  it  was,  but  having  sold  the  article  and  delivered  it,  when  there 
comes  to  be  a  question  about  the  price,  he  represents  the  quantity 
in  cxccjjs  four  iumd  red  weight ;  that  representation,  as  to  the  exce>» 
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of  four  hundredweight,  is  equivalent  to  a  misrepresentation  as  to        ^^^* 
the  whole  quantit}*^,  and  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  pretended    shkbwood. 

to  Bell  four  hundredweight  of  coals,  when,  in  point  of  fact,  there        

were  no  four  hundredweight ;  as  in  the  case,  put  during  the  arga-        ^^^* 
ment,  of  selling  coals  in  a  covered  waggon,  and  representing  them  ^aise  pretencei 
to  be  of  a  certain  weightj  when,  in  point  of  fact,  there  were  no  —Sale  o/goods 
coals  there.     The  case  seems  to  me  to  be  within  the  statute,  and  ""'*^^^^^' 
the  prisoner  was  properly  convicted.  qJ^Uy, 

Pollock,  C.  d. — I  adhere  to  the  opinion  librmerly  expressed, 
with  reference  to  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  that  at  the  time  i^ 
passed  it  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  transactions  of  buying  and 
selling;  but  I  think  the  distinction  pointed  out  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  just  this  moment  obtains  in  the 
present  case,  and  suggests  to  my  mind  another  instance  of  a  similar 
charge,  where,  though  arising  out  of  a  transaction  of  buying  and 
selling,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  statute  was  intended  to  apply,  and 
that  a  conviction  would  be  perfectly  proper ;  that  is,  where,  as 
here,  the  bargaining  and  selling  is  entirely  over,  and  the  goods 
will  be  transferred  from  the  seller  to  the  buyer  upon  the  payment 
of  the  price  of  the  goods ;  if  the  seller  were  to  go  and  demand 
payment  of  the  buyer,  and  the  buyer  were  to  say,  ^'  How  much  ?" 
and  the  seller  were  to  say,  '^  80  much,**  and  he  were  thus  fraudu- 
lently to  say  an  amount  different  from  that  which  had  been  agreed 
CD,  and  that  was  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  more  money  for  the 
goods,  I  think  that  would  be  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute.  I 
concur,  therefore,  in  the  judgment  that  in  this  case  the  conviction 
should  be  affirmed. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
think  it  desirable  there  should  be  any  misunderstanding  with 
reference  to  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  Reed,  Lord  Campbell  has  said  it 
might  be  explained  if  we  knew  under  what  circumstances  the  false 
representation  was  made.  In  point  of  fact,  the  case  is  no  doubt 
correctly  reported,  and  the  question  arose  in  arrest  of  judgment  on 
the  face  of  the  indictment,  and  therefore  the  case  will  stand  or  fall 
upon  its  own  merits. 

Cbesswell,  J. — This  case  is  free  from  the  difficulty  we  have 
had  to  encounter  in  those  recently -decided  cases,  in  which  the 
majority  of  the  judges  said  that  they  felt  bound  by  authority  and 
not  by  the  reason  of  the  thing. 

Erle,  J.,  concurred. 

Cbompton,  J. — I  agree  in  the  distinction  pointed  out  in  this 
case.  I  do  not  think  it  is  because  a  false  pretence  is  made  with 
respect  to  a  matter  of  fact  arising  out  of  or  connected  with  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  a  conviction  would  not  be  good ;  there  was  indeed  a 
contract  of  sale,  but  that  was  beforehand;  and  when  he  came 
and  asked  for  the  amount  he  misrepresented  the  price.  That  was 
seeking  to  get  a  larger  sum  than  the  price  of  the  goods  bai^ained 
for.  It  is  very  different  from  the  case  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Common  Pleas  put  when  this  case  was  discussed  before : 
he  said,  supposing  he  employed  a  man  to    do  ditching  at  one 
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^"^*        Bhilling  a  yard,  there  is  a  contract ;  when  the  man  comes  for  his 
Sherwood,    money  at  the  end  of  the  week  he  says,  "  I  have  done  5000  or 

6000  yards,"  whereas  he  had  only  done  1000 ;  by  making  this 

^^^^'        misrepresentation  he  gets  the  money  under  a  false  pretence ;  is  he 

False  pretences  *o  be  allowed  to  say  that  that  is  a  simple  case  of  contract  of 

SaU  of  goods  Sale ;  and  are  we  to  apply  the  same  reasoning  to  this  case,  and 

-^Mwrepresen-  ^pgi^^  j^  jjg  ^  mere  contract  of  sale  ?    We  need  not  decide  in  this 

qu^^^,      case  what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  false  pretence  in  the  course  of 

the  progress  of  a  contract  of  sale ;  therefore,  I  think  the  convic- 

tion  in  this  case  should  be  affirmed. 

Cbowdeb,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
WiLLES,  J. — I  concur  in  the  judgment,  but  I  wish  not  to  be 
understood  as  acquiescing  in  the  opinion  that  the  existence  of  a 
contract  of  sale  between  the  parties  will  prevent  the  obtaining 
money  under  false  pretences,  though  in  conformity  with  the 
contract,  from  being  within  the  statute*  I  know  the  opinion  of 
the  late  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  was  to  the  contrary, 
and  as  at  present  advised  I  should  say  that  the  existence  of  a 
contract  ought  to  make  no  difference. 

Bramwell,  B. — Kthe  prisoner  had  not  known  that  it  was  short 
weight,  but  had  at  first  unconsciously  made  a  misstatement  respect- 
ing it,  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  this  offence  if  he  afterwards  had 
sold  the  coal  and,  having  then  found  out  the  mistake,  had  perdbted 
in  the  assertion  that  it  was  full  weight,  and  thus  got  the  money. 

Watson,  B. — I  think  it  is  not  open  to  us  to  reconsider  the 
authorities.  There  are  manv  difficulties  notwithstanding  those 
decisions ;  but  I  cannot  say  t  he  conviction  in  this  case  is  a  wrong 
one. 

Channell,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  the  conviction  should  be 
affirmed.  It  seems  to  m6  clear  that  the  prisoner  obtained  the 
money  which  he  got  for  the  coals  by  pretences  which  he  knew  to 
be  false,  and  that  he  did  that  with  intent  to  defraud.  Those  cir- 
cumstances taken  together  primd  facie  bring  the  case  within  the 
statute.  I  think  that  the  fact  that  those  circumstances  occurred 
after  the  antecedent  contract  of  sale  does  not  prevent  its  appli- 
cation, and  render  the  conviction  wrong.         Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,    1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Colebidgb^  Cbompton,  and 
WiLLES,  JJ.,  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Lewis,  (a) 

Mansiaughler — Jurisdiction — Blow  struck  by  a  foreigner  on  the  high 

seeu — Death  in  England. 

A^  a  foreigjier^  died  at  L.  in  England^  of  injuries  inflicted  by  B.y 
aba  aforeignery  on  board  a  foreign  ship  whilst  at  sea, 

Beld,  that  neither  section  Sof9  Geo,  4,  c.  31,  nor  section  I  of  2  Geo.  2, 
c.  21,  was  applicable  to  the  case ;  and  that  the  English  court  at  L, 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  B.for  the  offence. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  for  the  con8idera<- 
tion  and   decision  of  the  Court  of  Criminal   Appeal^   by 
Martin,  B. : — 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes  for 
maaslaughter,  and  found  guilty.  He  was  a  Frenchman  by  birth, 
and  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  not 
a  subject  of  the  Queen.  On  the  21st  December,  1856,  he  shipped 
on  board  the  American  ship  Guy  Mannering  at  New  York,  and 
signed  articles  to  serve  as  an  able  seaman  therein,  on  a  voyage 
from  thence  to  Liverpool.  The  deceased  George  also  shipped  on 
board  the  same  vessel  at  New  York,  and  signed  articles  to  serve 
as  a  seaman  therein  for  the  same  voyage.  He  was  a  German  by 
birth,  and  not  a  subject  of  the  Queen.  The  Guy  Mannering  was 
American  owned  and  commanded  by  an  American  master,  and 
sailed  under  the  flag  of  the  United  States.  Soon  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  voyage,  the  convict  and  others  exercised  much 
cruelty  towards  the  deceased.  The  last  act  of  cruelty  proved, 
was  committed  four  days  before  the  Guy  Mannering  arrived  at 
Liverpool,  and  when  she  was  uj)on  the  high  seas  west  of  Cape 
Clear,  Ireland.  The  Guy  Manneriny  arrived  in  the  Mersey  on 
the  morning  of  the  12th  January,  1857,  and  the  deceased  died  in 
a  hospital  at  Liverpool  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  in 
consequence  of  the  cruelty  and  violence  committed  upon  him  by 

(«)  BeportCvl  !»y  A.  Bittleston,  Es*].,  Barrlsicr-at-La\r, 
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Beo.  the  prisoner  during  the  voyage.       The  question  upon  which  I 

Lewis.  request  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is,  whether 

the  convict  was  subject  to  be  tried  and  convicted  at  the  assizes  for 

1857.  Liverpool.     The  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c  31,  s.  8,  was  relied  upon  on 

Mansfavghter    *>ehalf  of  the  prosCCUtiou. 

—Juriadiction      No  counscl  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

—Foreigner.  Aspinall  for  the  prosecutiou. — There  are  two  questions  in  this 
case.  1st.  Was  this  offence  triable  by  an  English  court  before 
the  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31  ?  and  2nd,  if  not,  did  that  statute,  or  the 
previous  statute  2  Geo.  2,  c.  21,  make  it  so  triable  ?  Upon  the  first 
point  there  certainly  does  not  seem  to  be  any  satisfactory  authority 
to  show  that  the  offence  would  have  been  triable  by  English  law 
before  the  statute.  Kow  the  first  statute,  2  Geo.  2,  c.  21,  s.  1,  pro- 
vides that  where  any  person,  at  any  time  after  the  24th  June,  1729, 
shall  be  feloniously  stricken  or  poisoned  upon  the  sea,  or  at  any 
place  out  of  England,  and  shall  die  of  the  same  stroke  or  poisoning 
within  England ;  or  where  any  person  shall  be  feloniously  stricken 
or  poisoned  within  England,  and  shall  die  of  the  same  stroke  or 
poisoning  upon  the  sea  or  at  any  place  out  of  England,  in  either 
of  the  said  cases  an  indictment  thereof  found  by  the  jurors  of  the 
county  in  England  in  which  such  death-stroke  or  poisoning  shall 
happen  respectively,  shall  be  as  good  and  sufiBcient  as  if  such  felo- 
nious stroke  or  poisoning,  death  thereby  ensuing,  had  happened  in 
the  same  county  where  such  indictment  shall  be  found. 

Coleridge,  J.— Before  we  consider  the  construction  of  these 
statutes,  is  it  not  necessary  to  inquire  whether  English  acts  of 
Parliament  can  have  any  binding  authority  upon  foreigners  on 
board  foreign  ships. 

^^p/na/i— There  is  great  difficulty  in  the  case;  but  these  acts 
of  Parliament  are  dealing  with  cases  in  which  either  the  wound  is 
inflicted  in  England  or  the  death  takes  place  in  England.  There 
was  a  case  similar  to  the  present  tried  at  Liverpool  a  year  ago, 
but  no  point  was  raised  in  that  case.  In  its  terms  the  statute 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  21,  includes  this  case. 

Martin,  B. — It  applies  only  to  British  subjects. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  words  "feloniously  stricken"  have  refer- 
ence to  a  technical  term  in  English  law.  The  word  "felony"  may 
not  be  known  in  the  law  of  Germany. 

AspinalL — But  the  subsequent  statute,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31*  s.  8, 
seems  to  apply  to  foreigners  as  well  as  British  subjects,  because 
sect.  7  begins  with  the  words,  *'  if  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects 
shall  be  charged  in  England  with  any  murder,  &c.,  committed  on 
land  out  of  the  united  kingdom,  whether  within  the  king's  domi- 
nions or  without,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  county 
where  the  person  so  charged  shall  be,  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
offence,"  &c. ;  but  sect.  8  is  not  limited  in  the  same  way  to  *'  his 
Majesty's  subjects."  It  enacts  "that  where  any  person  being 
feloniously  stricken,  poisoned,  or  otherwise  hurt  upon  the  sea,  or 
at  any  place  out  of  England,  shall  die  of  such  stroke,  poisoning,  or 
hurt  in  England,  or  being  feloniously  stricken,  &c.,  at  any  place  in 
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England,  shall  die  of  such  stroke,  &c.,  upon  the  sea  or  at  any        Kbo. 
place  out  of  England,  every  offence  committed  in  respect  of  any       lkww. 
such  case  may  be  dealt  with,  &c.,  in  the  county  or  place  in  Eng-         J — 
land  in  which  such  death-stroke,  poisoning,  or  hurt  shall  happen,        1^57. 
in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  such  oftence  had  been  ^^f^nsiavahtfr 
wholly  committed  in  that  county  or  place."     The  introduction  in  —jurisdiction 
sect.  7  of  the  words  "  his  Majesty's  subjects,'*  and  their  omission   —Foreiyner. 
from  sect.  8  raises  a  strong  inference  that  the  latter  section  was 
not  intended  to  be  so  limited. 

Coleridge,  J. — But  suppose  that  murder  was  not  a  capital 
offence  by  the  law  of  the  country  to  which  the  foreigner  was  sub- 
ject, could  this  statute  subject  him  to  the  punishment  of  death  for 
that  offence  when  not  committed  in  any  place  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  English  Crown  ? 

Martin,  B. — Suppose  a  mortal  blow  given  on  board  a  French 
ship  by  a  Frenchman,  the  law  of  whose  country  makes  no  distinc- 
tion between  murder  and  manslaughter,  how  his  he  to  be  tried, 
according  to  English  or  French  law  ? 

Crompton,  J. — Was  not  this  matter  discussed  in  R.  v.  Hehham: 
(4  Car.  &  P.  394 ;  1  Russ.  on  Cr.  553.) 
AspinalL — That  case  was  decided  upon  sect.  7  of  the  statute. 
Crompton,  J. — The  distinction  between  foreigners  and  British 
subjects  seems  to  be  observed  in  sect.  8,  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"  feloniously  stricken ;"  because  as  regards  foreigners  in  a  foreign 
country  we  have  no  authority  to  decide  wh^t  is  a  felonious  stroke, 
though  as  regards  British  subjects  even  abroad  we  have  such 
authority. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  reason  for  specially  mentioning  British 
subjects  in  sect.  7  is,  that  that  section  contemplates  cases  where 
the  offence  may  be  completed  iu  a  foreign  country. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.  —  Taking  the  two  sections  together,  they 
seem  to  provide — first,  for  the  cases  where  the  offence  is  wholly 
committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and,  secondly,  for  those  in 
which  the  blow  being  given  out  of  the  jurisdiction  the  deatn 
happens  within  it,  or  vice  versa,  where  the  blow  being  given 
within,  the  death  happens  without;  but  there  is  no  ground  for 
saying  that  either  provision  applies  to  other  than  British  subjects. 
AspinalL — It  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  great  difficulty  in 

^  ^^l^^^fr  Cur.  adv.  vult.{a) 

JUDGMENT. 

WiLLES,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  wrong  and  ought  to  be  quashed. 
The  8th  section  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  was  obviously  intended  to  ^ 
prevent  a  defeat  of  justice,  which,  without  it,  might  have  arisen 
from  the  difficulty  of  trial  in  cases  of  homicide  where  the  death 
occurs  in  a  different  place  from  that  at  which  the  blow  causing  it 
was  given ;  and  that  section  ought  not  therefore  to  be  construed 

(a)  R.  V.  Depardoy  1  Taiint.  26  ;  R,  v.  Azzopardi,  1  Car.  &  K.  203 ;  R.  r.  Sereaf 
I  l>en.  C.  C.  104. 


280  CRIMINAL   LAW   CASES. 

Bko.        as  making  a  homicide  cognizable  in  the  courts  of  this  country  by 
^\         reason  of  the  death  occurring  here,  unless  it  would  have  been  so 

'       cognizable  in  case  the  death  had  ensued  at  the  place  where  the 

1857.        blow  was  given ;  and  the  homicide  in  this  particular  case  would  have 

M  laThter  ^^^"  ^^  *^®  ^^'^  scctiou  SO  coguizablc  if  the  offender  had  been  a  British 

^-Jurisdiction  Bubjcct,  but  uot  Otherwise.     In  the  present  case  the  injury  which 

—Foreigner,   caused  the  death  was  inflicted  by  one  foreigner  upon  another  on 

board  a  foreign  vessel  upon  the  high  seas,  and  consequently  if 

death  had  then  and  there  followed,  no  offence  cognizable  by  the 

laws  of  this  country  would  have  taken  place.     The  8th  section  of 

the  9  Geo.  4,  c,  31^  therefore  is  inapplicable,  and  unless  it  be 

applicable,  the  conviction  cannot  be  sustained.     It  must  therefore 

be  quashed  and  the  prisoner  discharged. 

Conviction  quashetL 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockbukn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crompton,  and 
WiLLES,  J  J.,  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  M*Pher80N.  (a) 

Indictmeni  for  hottsebreaking — Attempt  to  steal  other  goods  of  the 
prosecutor  than  those  mentioned  in  the  indictment — Stat,  14  j- 15  Vict. 
c.  100,  *.  9. 

An  indictment  charged  the  breaking  and  entering  of  the  prosecutor's 
housCf  and  stealing  therein  certain  goods.  The  evidence  wa4  that  all 
those  goods  had  been  stolen  by  other  persons  before  the  prisoner  entered 
the  house  ;  and  the  jury  found  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  felony 
ehargedy  but  t/iat  he  was  guilty  of  breaking  and  entering  the  house^ 
and  attempting  to  steal  therein  the  goods  of  the  prosecutor.  There 
teere  goods  left  in  the  house  which  he  might  have  stolen,  if  he  had  not 
been  interrupted: 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  the  Recorder  of  Man- 
chester : — 

Andrew  McPherson  was  tried  before  me  at  the  Manchester  City 
Sessions,  on  the  28th  of  February,  1857,  on  an  indictment  for 
breaking  and  entering,  on  the  19th  of  February,  1857,  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  Mark  Fowler,  at  Manchester,  and  stealing  therein 
eight  silver  spoons,  eight  common  spoons,  one  dress,  one  umbrella, 
two  waistcoats,  two  brooches,  and  one  pair  of  stays,  his  property, 
of  the  value  of  10/.     Prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  latter  end  of  May  the  prosecutor  went  to  spend  some  time 
in  the  country ;  the  house  in  Manchester  was  locked  up  and  left 
without  any  person  in  it.  His  wife  came  over  to  Manchester 
generally  once  a  week  to  see  that  all  was  safe,  and  the  last  time 
she  was  there  before  the  19th  of  February  was  on  Wednesday,  the 
11th.  Xhe  house  was  then  all  right,  and  all  the  articles  mentioned 
in  the  indictment  safe,  and  in  the  places  where  she  had  left  them. 
On  the  19th  of  February,  a  little  after  five  o'clock  in  the  evening, 
prisoner  and  another  man  with  him  were  standing  at  the  front 
door  of  prosecutor's  house;  prisoner  was  next  to  the  door  and 
went  into  the  house,  the  other  man  followed  him  into  the  house 
and  pushed   the  door  to  behind  him.     The  witness  who  saw  this 

(*i)  Keporle.1  bv  A.  Bittleston,  Esq.,  Barrister- at -Law. 
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Reo.        went  directly  to  a  Mr.  Lord,  who  lived  next  door  but  one  to  the 
MThkrson.    prosecutor's,  and  he  went  instantly  to  prosecutor's  house ;  the  door 

was  not  fastened ;  he  pushed  it  open  and  went  in,  and  saw  the 

1857.  prisoner  coming  down  stairs,  and  called  out  to  him,  *'  Holloa !  what 
Housebreaking  ^^^  7^^  doing  there?"  On  his  calling  out,  the  other  man,  who  had 
—Attempt—  entered  with  the  prisoner,  came  out  of  the  kitchen,  rushed  forcibly 
staL  14  ^  15  pagt  the  witness  in  the  lobby,  got  out  at  the  front  door  and 
*^ t%,  '  escaped;  the  prisoner  ran  down  the  stairs  and  made  for  the  back 
door;  the  witness  followed,  caught  hold  of  his  coat-cuff  just  as 
he  got  out  at  the  door;  prisoner's  coat-cuff  slipped  through  his 
hand,  but  he  followed  him,  and  prisoner  fell  about  eighty  yards 
from  the  house  and  the  witness  secured  him.  Upon  the  prisoner 
nothing  whatever  was  found  except  a  skeleton  key,  with  which  he 
had  unlocked  the  prosecutor's  door ;  the  man  who  came  out  of  the 
kitchen  had  nothing  in  his  hands,  and  nothing  had  been  taken  out 
of  the  kitchen.  On  entering  the  house,  after  the  prisoner  was 
taken,  the  rooms  up-stairs  were  all  in  confusion — things  were  very 
much  upset,  drawers  broken  open,  and  to  such  an  extent,  both 
there  and  in  the  parlour  down  stairs,  as  to  make  it  quite  impos- 
sible that  all  this  could  have  been  done  by  the  prisoner  and  his 
companion  between  the  time  that  they  entered  the  house  and  the 
time  when  they  were  disturbed  by  Lord,  which  could  not  have 
been  more  than  from  two  to  three  minutes.  All  the  articles 
mentioned  in  the  indictment  were  missing,  and  with  the  exception 
of  the  umbrella,  which  was  taken  from  the  parlour,  had  been 
stolen  from  different  rooms  up-stairs.  And  the  jury  were  of 
opinion  that  all  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  indictment  had  been 
stolen  from  the  house  by  some  person  or  persons,  whom  they  could 
not  say,  before  the  time  when  the  prisoner  so  broke  and  entered 
it  as  aforesaid.  There  were  other  goods  and  chattels  of  prose- 
cutor's still  remaining  in  the  house,  which  the  prisoner  might  have 
taken.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  found  that  the  prisoner  was  not 
guilty  of  the  felony  charged,  but  that  he  was  guilty  of  breaking 
and  entering  the  dwelling-house  of  the  prosecutor,  and  attempting 
to  steal  his  goods  therein. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  this  verdict 
can  be  supported  on  this  indictment,  none  of  the  articles  named  in 
the  indictment  having  been  in  the  prosecutor's  house  at  the  time  it 
was  so  broken  and  entered  by  the  prisoner.  Sentence  is  deferred 
— the  prisoner  remains  in  gaol. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Tayloe,  for  the  Crown.  —  The  conviction  may  be  sustained 
under  the  recent  statute,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  9 ;  which  autho- 
rizes the  jury  to  find  a  prisoner  guilty  of  an  attempt,  if  the  evidence 
fails  to  establish  the  complete  offence^charged.  In  this  case,  there- 
fore, the  prisoner  was  lawfully  convicteil  *bf  breaking  and  entering 
the  house  and  attempting  to  steal. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — To  steal  what?  Not  the  things  mentioned 
in  the  indictment,  for  they  had  been  all  stolen  before  he  entered. 

Tayloe. — The  things  which  were  still  in  the  house. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — Upon  an  indictment  for  breaking  and  enter- 
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iQg  a  house  and  stealing  certain  goods,  can   the  jury  find  the        ^"^ 
prisoner  guilty  of  attempting  to  steal  other  goods  ?  MThkrsoh. 

Coleridge,  J. — Would  you  say  that  upon  an  indictment  for  a       

rape  upon  A.  B.,  the  prisoner  must  be  convicted  of  attempting  to       ^®^' 

ravish  CD.?  ffousebreaking 

Tayloe, — No;  because  the  two  offences  are  perfectly  distinct.  —Attempt-- 
Here  the  offence  is  the  same ;  because  the  prisoner  broke  in  with  ^^  ^^  ^^ 
the  intention  of  stealing  any  goods  which  might  be  there.  ^  ^%^     ' 

Coleridge.  J. — But  you  must  not  confound  the  offence  of 
breaking  and  entering  with  intent  to  steal  with  that  of  attempting 
to  steal. 

Tayhe. — The  only  difficulty  in  the  case  arises  from  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  goods  in  the  indictment ;  but  that  description  is  mere 
surplusage,  and  need  not  be  proved  with  reference  to  the  offence 
of  which  the  prisoner  is  convicted. 

Bramwell,  B. — Can  he  be  convicted  of  attempting  to  commit 
that  which  was  an  impossible  offence  ? 

Tayloe,  —  The  impossibility  is  no  answer.  The  attempt  is 
equally  culpable,  though  under  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case  it  turns  out  that  it  could  not  be  successful. 

Crowder,  J. — There  is  a  clear  distinction  between  the  language 
of  section  9  and  that  of  section  11  of  the  statute. 

Tayloe. — The  indictment  would  be  perfectly  good  if  it  said  that 
the  prisoner  broke  and  entered  the  dwelling-house  with  intent  to 
steal  therein  the  goods  of  the  prosecutor.  Therefore  the  specifica- 
tion of  particular  articles  may  be  rejected,  and  the  indictment 
treated  as  if  it  were  in  the  form  above  mentioned. 

Coleridge,  J. — Would  an  indictment  for  stealing  do  in  that 
form? 

Tayloe, — No ;  the  particular  eoods  must  be  specified. 

Coleridge,  J. — Then  why  is  the  description  unnecessary  in 
an  indictment  for  attempting  to  steal? 

Tayloe. — Because  an  attempt  to  steal  may  be  made,  though,  in 
&ct,  no  goods  are  there ;  and  until  the  attempt  is  successful,  it 
might  be  impossible  to  state  what  goods  the  prisoner  intended  to 
take. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — The  attempt  meant  by  the  statute  is  surely 
an  attempt  to  commit  the  particular  felony  charged. 

Tayloe. — Yes ;  in  this  case  it  must  be  an  attempt  to  steal — but 
not  necessarily  the  specific  goods  mentioned  in  the  indictment ;  for 
breaking  in  with  intent  to  steal  is  in  itself  an  attempt  to  steal^ 
though  the  particular  property  intended  to  be  taken  cannot  be 
stated. 

Coleridge,  J. —  The  difference  is  between  burglary  and  house- 
breaking. In  the  former,  the  breaking  and  entering  with  intent 
to  steal  is  the  substance ;  in  the  latter,  the  stealing  is ;  and  when 
the  stealing  is  the  substance,  the  particular  goods  must  be  spe- 
cified. 

Tayloe. — It  is  so  as  regards  the  complete  offence;  but  it  is 
subuiilted,  not  so  as  to  the  attempt. 
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Beg.  Bramwell,  B. — It  seeins  to  me  to  be  a  legitimate  conclusion, 

MTHBnaoir.    ^^^^  t^i^  argument^  that  if  I  strike  a  vigorous  blow  at  a  log  of 

*    wood,  supposing  it  to  be  a  man's  head,  I  should  be  liable  to  be 

'Q^7-       convicted  of  an  attempt  to  commit  murder. 
Htfwebreaking       Tayloe. — An  argument  may  be  drawn  from  section  1 1  of  the 
—Attempi—  statute^  which,  in  its  very  terms,  would  be  confined  to  assaults 
^L  14  #  16  ^ith  intent  to  rob ;  yet  it  has  been  held  under  that  section,  that 
*^  i.%,     '    persons  might  be  convicted  of  any  aggravated  assault. 

Coleridge,  J. — Because  they  are  included  in  the  charge  con- 
tained in  the  indictment. 

Tayloe.  —  In  substance,  the  charge  is  stated  in  this  indict- 
ment. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — This  conviction  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
prisoner  was  indicted  for  breaking  and  entering  a  dwelling-house, 
and  stealing  therein  certain  specified  chattels ;  but  the  jury  have 
found  that,  though  he  broke  and  entered  with  intent  to  steal, 
before  he  did  so  somebody  else  had  taken  away  the  articles  which 
he  was  charged  with  stealing.  Now,  by  the  recent  statute,  it  is 
provided  that  if  upon  an  indictment  for  felony  the  proof  fails  to 
establish  the  completion  of  the  ofience,  but  makes  out  an  attempt, 
the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  the  attempt ;  but  that  means  an 
attempt  which,  if  successful,  would  have  been  the  offence  charged ; 
and  here  the  attempt  never  could  have  ended  in  the  complete 
offence  charged.  That  is  the  answer  to  the  argument  for  the  pro- 
secution. The  prisoner  might  have  been  convicted  of  an  attempt  to 
steal  upon  this  indictment  if  the  goods  had  been  there,  but  as  they 
were  not,  he  could  not  properly  be  convicted  of  attempting  to 
commit  the  felony  charged. 

Coleridge,  tl. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  was  an  indict- 
ment for  breaking  and  entering  the  prosecutor's  house  and  stealing 
therein  certain  specified  things ;  but  the  stealing  of  those  things 
was  not  proved;  and  the  jury  therefore  found  the  prisoner  not 
guilty  of  the  stealing  charged ;  but  it  is  said  that  he  might  upon 
this  indictment  and  evidence  be  properly  found  guilty  of  breaking 
and  entering  and  attempting  to  steal ;  but  to  steal  what  ?  Surely 
the  things  charged  in  the  indictment  to  have  been  stolen.  The 
fact  however  is,  that  the  prisoner  failed  to  complete  the  offence 
charged,  because  the  goods  were  not  in  the  house  at  the  time ; 
and  though  it  is  found  that  there  were  other  articles  of  the  pro- 
secutor's there,  an  attempt  to  steal  them  is  not  an  attempt  to  steal 
the  specified  goods,  of  which  alone  he  could  be  convicted  upon  this 
indictment. 

Crowder,  J.,  concurred. 

WiLLES,  J. —The  statute  provides  that  if  the  evidence  fails  to 
establish  the  complete  offence  charged,  but  proves  an  attempt  to 
commit  it,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  that  attempt ;  and  in 
order  therefore  to  convict  the  prisoner  under  that  section  there 
must  have  been  an  attempt  to  steal  the  goods  specified  in  the 
indictment.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  prisoner  committed  the 
offence  of  attempting  to  steal  such  goods  as  were  left  in  the  house 
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when  he  entered ;   and  that  he  might  have  been  indicted  at  all        ^"^' 
events  for  a  common  law  misdemeanor,  according  to  the  decision   mthkrson. 

of  5.  V.  Boberts:  (25  L.  J.  17,  M.  C. ;  7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  39.)  

Bramweli^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  do  not  doubt        ^^^^' 
that  an  indictment  in  a  general  form,  charging  that  the  prisoner  Housebreaking 
broke  and  entered  with  intent  to  steal  the  goods  of  the  prosecutor,   —Attempt-^ 
would  be  a  good  indictment;  and  the  argument  which  has  been  ^y^^cfo^^ 
founded  upon  that  is  this — that  the  statement  in  the  indictment  of        ^.  9. 
the  specific  goods  is  mere  surplusage,  and  may  be  rejected.     But 
it  seems  to  me  that  that  argument  may  receive  this  answer :  it  is 
not  surplusage,  because  it  is  part  of  the  description  of  the  offence 
charged.      Suppose  an  indictment   to  charge  that   the  prisoner 
broke  and  entered  the  house  with  intent  to  steal  certain  specified 
goods  therein ;  and  upon  the  trial  the  fact  turned  out  to  be  that 
the  goods  were  not  there.     I  should  say  that  that  would  be  a 
variance ;  and  if  it  would  be  a  variance  in  that  case,  surely  it  is  a 
variance   in  this,    where  the  indictment  necessarily  charges  the 
stealing  of  particular  goods,  and  it  is  sought  to  convict  of  an 
attempt  to  commit  that  offence^  within  the  statutory  provision. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  2,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crompton,  and 
WiLLES,  JJ.,  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  r.  Hughes. 

Perjury — Jurisdiction — Application  for  order  of  affiliation — Residence 

of  applicant. 

The  mother  of  a  bastard  having  been  resident  laith  her  parents  in  one 
Petty  Sessional  division^  went  to  lodge  at  D,  in  another  division  for 
the  purpose  of  affiliating  her  childy  D,  being  nearer  and  more  con- 
venient  for  her  than  the  place  where  the  magistrates  acting  for  the 
other  division  met  She  lodged  at  D,  three  weeks  before  she  obtained  the 
summonSy  having  in  t/ie  interval  made  one  unsuccessful  application  ; 
and  after  obtaining  the  order  went  into  service  in  the  division  in  which 
her  parents  resided,  but  without  returning  to  them  ;  and  she  stated 
that  she  could  not  go  bach  to  them  as  they  had  nothing  for  her  to  do. 
Whilst  at  D.  she  had  no  other  home. 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding 
that  at  the  time  of  her  application  to  the  magistrates  at  D,  she  was 
residing  within  that  Petty  Sessional  division  ;  that,  consequentlyy  the 
magistrates  had  jurisdiction,  and  a  conviction  Jor  perjury  committed 
by  her  on  that  occasion  was  right. 

THIS  case  was  reserved  by  Bramwell,  B. : — 
The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  last  Assizes  for 
Merionethsnire,  on  an  indictment  for   perjury  on  an   affiliation 
summons.     The  statutes  are  7  &  8  Vict,  c  101^  e.  2,  and  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  10,  8.  10. 

The  applicant,  the  mother  of  the  child,  had  been  in  service, 
where  she  continued  till  she  returned  to  her  parents  to  be  con- 
fined. She  was  delivered  of  a  child  March  21, 1854,  and  continued 
to  reside  with  her  parents  till  November,  1854,  and  durin^r  that 
time  had  no  other  home.  She  then  went  to  lodge  at  Dolgelley  for 
the  purpose  of  affiliating  the  child.  The  petty  sessional  division  to 
which  she  applied  included  Dolgelley,  but  did  not  include  the 
residence  of  her  parents.      Her  going  to  Dolgelley  and  lodging 

(<i)  Reported  hj  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Barristcr-at-Law. 
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there  was  not  fraudulent  or  for  any  improper  reason,  but  because        Rsa. 
the  macristrates  met  in  the  town,  and  it  was  more  convenient  for     _  "- 

her  than  to  go  a  distance  from  the  home  of  her  parents  to  the        ' 

place  of  meeting  of  the  magistrates  for  the  division  in  which  her        1857. 

parents  resided.      After  the  order  of  affiliation  she  went  into        ": — _ 

service  without  returning  to  her  parents.     She  stated  she  could  juH^dSaion^ 

not  go  back  to  her  parents  as  they  had  nothing  for  her  to  do,  but  AjjuUation  order 

that  she  meant  to  leave  immediately  after  the  order  was  made, 

and  that  she  did  leave  the  next  or  following  day.     The  summons 

was  applied  for  and  issued  December  5th,  three  weeks  after  she  first 

came  to  lod^e  at  Dolgelley.     The  jury  found  she  had  no  other 

home  than  Dolgelley,  and  that  she  was  residing  at  Dolgelley,  if  in 

point  of  law  she  could  under  the  circumstances  be  considered  to  be 

so.    It  was  objected  that  she  was  not  residing  within  the  petty 

sessional  division  to  which  she  had  applied,  and,  consequently, 

that  the  magistrates  had  no  jurisdiction.     I  reserved  that  question 

for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  but  passed  sentence  on  the 

prisoner. 

Morgan  Lloyd  for  the  prisoner. — It  is  submitted  that  the  pri- 
soner cannot  be  considered  as  a  resident  at  Dolgelley  when  the 
application  was  made.  She  went  there  not  with  the  intention  of 
remaining  there,  but  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  order  only. 
To  hold  that  a  woman  who  goes  to  a  particular  place  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  order  there,  acquires  by  so  doing  a  suffi- 
cient residence  there  to  give  the  magistrates  of  that  place  juris- 
diction would  defeat  the  very  purpose  of  the  enactment  and  enable 
the  mother  of  a  bastard  child  to  harass  the  person,  whom  she  chose 
to  charge  as  the  putative  father,  with  applications  all  over  the 
kingdom  at  any  distance  from  the  place  where  he  resided  and 
where  site  was  known.  [Coleridge,  J. — The  length  of  time 
during  which  she  remained  must  be  an  element  in  the  considera- 
tion.] The  residence  must  have  some  character  of  permanency 
about  it :  {R.  v.  The  Duke  of  Richmond,  6  T.  R.  360.)  In  this 
case  she  is  said  to  have  been  there  three  weeks ;  but  that  is  explained 
by  the  fact  that  she  had  during  that  time  made  one  application 
which  was  refused.  [Bramwell,  B. — That  may  be  taken  as  a 
fact  in  the  case.]  Then  as  soon  as  she  had  obtained  the  order  she 
returned  to  the  division  in  which  she  had  previously  resided, 
though  not  to  her  parents'  house.  [Bramwell,  B. — That  was 
because  she  got  service  there.  She  meant  to  go  wherever  she 
could  get  service.]  But  as  she  had  no  intention  of  remaining  at 
Dolgelley,  the  inference  is  that  she  meant  to  return  to  the  place 
where  she  was  living  before ;  and  the  merely  temporary  absence  at 
Dolgelley  could  not  be  coneidered  as  having  interrupted  her 
residence  in  the  other  district  at  the  time  when  she  made  the 
application. 

CoCKBURN.  C.  J.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  is 
right  I  quite  agree  that  under  this  statute  it  is  not  competent  to 
a  woman,  who  seeks  for  an  order  upon  the  putative  father,  to  go 
away  from   the  place  where  she  resides  in  order  to  avoid   the 
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Reg.  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  of  the  district  where  she  resides,  or 
Hughes.      ^^^  ^^^  purpose  of  harassing  the  man  whom  she  alleges  to  be  the 

putative  father ;  but  here  it  is  expressly  found  that  she  did  not  go 

]^^'        to  Dolgelley  fraudulently  or  for  any  improper  reason,  but  because 

Perjury—     Dolgellcy  was  nearer  to  her  parents'  residence,  and  therefore  more 

Jurudiction—  Convenient  for  her.      Then  she  lives  there  for  the  short  period 

^J^^J^     necessary  to  enable  her  to  make  the  application ;  and  during  that 

time  it  is  found  that  she  had  no  other  home.     Now,  taking  that 

state  of  facts,  1  think  she  was  residing  at  Dolgelley  within  the 

meaning  of  the  statute.     If  not,  women  having  no  settled  home, 

but  moving  about  from  place  to  place,  would  be  deprived  altogether 

of  the  remedy  given  by  this  statute. 

CoLEKiDGB,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is, 
whether  at  the  time  of  the  application  she  was  resident  within  the 
division.  Now  Mr.  Lloyd  relies  upon  the  fact  stated  in  the  case, 
that  she  came  there  only  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  application ; 
and  he  treats  that  as  conclusive  to  show  that  she  was  not  resident 
there ;  but  he  is  mistaken,  I  think,  in  supposing  that  the  purpose 
for  which  she  came  there  is  at  all  conclusive  upon  the  subject. 
Suppose  that  she  went  into  the  district  for  the  purpose  of  making 
application  and  for  that  purpose  only  in  the  first  instance,  but 
that  having  gone  there  she  at  once  got  a  service  and  lived  there 
twelve  months,  in  that  case  she  would  surely  have  resided  in 
the  district  for  that  time,  and  there  only  she  could  make 
her  application.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  mere  purpose  for 
which  she  comes  is  not  material;  and  in  this  case,  although  the 
period  of  her  residence  in  the  district  was  short,  yet  as  she  had  no 
home  elsewhere,  I  think  she  was  for  that  short  period  resident  in 
the  district  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Crowdee,  J. — As  the  jury  have  found  that  she  had  no  other 
home,  she  did  not  reside  elsewhere  than  in  the  district  where  she 
applied  for  the  order;  so  that  the  question  is  reduced  to  this — 
whether  she  had  any  residence  at  all  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  ;  and  I  think  that  under  these  circumstances  her  residence 
was  in  the  district  in  which  she  was  actually  living  at  the  time. 

WiLLES,  J. — It  has  been  argued  that  she  was  residing  with  her 
father  at  the  time  of  the  application ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that 
she  was  neither  actually  nor  constructively  resident  with  her 
father. 

Bramwell,  B. — The  case  may  be  put  thus : — the  Legislature 
has  assumed  that  every  one  resides  somewhere ;  but  it  is  found 
that  the  prisoner  resided  nowhere  but  in  Dolgelley ;  therefore  she 
resided  at  Dolgelley.  Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  11,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C. J.,  Coleridge,  Crowder,  and 
WiLLES,  J  J.,  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Kay.  (a) 

Larceny  or  faUe  pretences — Obtaining  by  fraud  a  watch  sent  through 

the  post-office. 

A,  having  bought  a  watch  in  London  returned  it  to  the  seller  to  be 
regulated,  S*  fraudulently  wrote  in  the  name  of  A,  to  the  seller^ 
requesting  him  to  setid  it  in  a  letter  to  the  post-office  at  C,  and  on  its 
arrival  at  C.  personated  A.  and  received  the  watch  : 

Beld,  that  B,  was  guilty  not  of  obtaining  by  false  pretences  but  of 
larceny^  in  tahing  the  watch  by  fraud  from  the  postmaster^  cu  the 
postmaster  was  the  mere  servant  of  the  true  ownery  and  if  the  seller 
had  any  special  property  in  the  watch^  it  ceased  wheti  he  sent  it 
through  the  post. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Bramwell,  B. ; — 
The  prisoner  was  tried  before   ine  at  the  last  assizes  for 
Buthin,  on  an  indictment  which  charged  him  with  stealing  a  post 
letter  and  a  watch,  laid  to  be  the  property  of  the  Postmaster- 
General,  and  in  another  connt  of  Thomas  Jones. 

Thomas  Jones  had  bought  a  watch  in  London,  which  requiring 
some  regulating,  he  had  sent  to  the  seller,  named  Myers.  A  letter 
was  written  by  some  person  in  his  name  and  without  his  authority^ 
requesting  the  seller  to  return  the  watch  to  him,  Thomas  Jones, 
in  a  letter  directed  to  the  care  of  the  postmaster  at  Brymbo.  After 
this  letter  had  been  written,  the  prisoner  and  a  person  who  falsely 
represented  himself  to  be  Thomas  Jones,  came  to  the  Brymbo 
post-office  and  asked  for  the  watch.  It  had  not  arrived^  and  the 
man  personating  Thomas  Jones,  requested  that  when  it  did,  it 
might  be  delivered  to  the  prisoner.  This  was  accordingly  done 
by  a  clerk  at  the  post-office  at  the  prisoner's  request  next  day,  on 
the  arrival  of  the  watch.  It  must  be  taken  that  the  writing  of 
the  letter,  the  personation  of  Thomas  Jones,  and  application  for 

(rt)  Reported  hy  A.  Bittleston,  Esq ,  Barrister-at-Law. 
VOL.    VI L  U 
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Bbg.        the  watch,   were  parts  of  the  same  Bcheme,  and  that  the  watch 
^*  was  sent  to  Brymbo  by  the  seller  in  pursuance  of  the  fraudulent 


letter. 


1857.  On  this  and  other  evidence  the  prisoner  was  convicted.     But  it 

having  been  objected,  that  if  any  offence  had  been  committed,  it 

/aUepreunces.  was  not  Stealing,  but  obtaining  goods  under  false  pretences,  I 
entertaining  doubts  thereon  discharged  the  prisoner  on  bail,  and 
reserved  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal. 

M^Init/re,  for  the  prisoner. — The  prisoner's  offence  was  not 
larceny,  but  an  obtaining  of  the  watch  by  false  pretences.  The 
postmaster  had  a  special  property  in  the  watch  whilst  it  remained 
at  the  post-oflSice ;  and  his  duty  was  to  deliver  it  to  the  party  who 
applied  for  it  in  the  right  name.  He  therefore  parted  with  the 
property,  and  the  case  was  one  of  false  pretences  only.  It  is  like 
the  cases  of  delivering  a  letter  by  mistake  to  a  wrong  person : 
(JB.  V.  Mucklow,  I  Moo.  C.  C.  160 ;  R.  v.  Davis,  25  L.  J.  91,  M.  C.) 
So  the  seller  in  London  was  induced  to  part  with  it  by  the  fraudu- 
lent letter,  and  he  likewise  divested  himself  of  his  special  property  : 
(jR.  V.  Adams,  1  Den.  38.)  If  it  had  been  his  own  watch  and 
had  been  so  obtained,  the  offence  unquestionably  would  have 
been  false  pretences  {Atkinson! s  case,  2  Buss.  35);  and  in  this  case 
the  prisoner  must  be  taken  to  have  obtained  it  from  the  owner, 
because  both  the  seller  in  London  and  the  postmaster  had  a 
special   property  in  it;    and    both   parted   with    the    property. 

tBRAMWELL,  B. — The  bailment  of  the  seller  being  determined  hj 
is  wrongful  act,  the  property  was  revested  in  the  true  owner.] 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — This  seems  very  like  the  case  of  a  person 
falsely  pretending  to  a  bailee  that  he  came  from  the  bailor,  and  so 
obtaining  the  money  or  goods  of  the  bailor. 

Coleridge,  J. — Would  it  not  have  been  larceny  if  the  post- 
master had  taken  and  appropriated  the  watch. 

M^Intyre. — No;  because  it  came  into  his  hands  lawfully  by 
bailment :  (jR.  v.  Thristle,  1  Den.  C.  C.  502.)  Here  the  prisoner 
must  be  taken  to  have  obtained  it  from  the  owner  by  false  pretences. 

Bramwell,  B. — You  say  that  this  case  does  not  fall  within 
the  class  of  cases,  in  which  a  clerk  is  induced  by  false  pretences  to 
part  with  his  master's  property  contrary  to  his  authority. 

M'Intyre. — Certainly ;  and  for  two  reasons.  Ist.  Because  the 
postmaster  has  a  special  property,  and  is  sufficiently  the  owner  for 
this  purpose;  and  the  delivery  by  him  or  his  servants  to  the 
person  applying  for  it,  is  a  parting  with  the  property  which 
prevents  the  offence  from  being  larceny. 

VVilles,  J. — But  in  Lane  v.  CoUon  (I  Ld.  Kaym.  846),  it  is 
held  that  the  Postmaster-General  is  not  answerable  to  the  Queen's 
subjects  as  a  bailee,  like  ordinary  carriers. 

M^Intyre. — Then,  secondly,  he  stands  in  the  position  of  the 
London  seller,  Myers,  who  also  had  a  special  property,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  this  case  may  be  regarded  as  if  he  were  the  real  owner ; 
and  the  obtaining  from  Myers  by  means  of  the  false  letter  in  the 
name  of  Jones  was  not,  according  to  R.  v.  Adamsy  larceny. 
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Rramwell,    B. — There  is  no  count  laying   the  property  in  ^o. 

Myers.  ^^^ 

CocKBURN,  C.   J. — The   postmaster  does  not  part   with  the  — 1 

property  to  the  false  Jones;  but  he  intends  to  deliver  to  the  true  '857. 

M^Intyre. — He  voluntarily  parts  with  the  possession  and  intends  faUepreunces, 
to  part  with    the  property  to  the  person  applying,  because   he 
believes  him  to  be  the  agent  of  the  real  owner. 

Bbamwell,  B. — The  seller  sends  the  watch  down  to  Brymbo  for 
the  false  Thomas  Jones,  because  he  has  already  been  imposed 
upon  by  the  letter,  and  supposes  it  to  come  from  tlie  owner  of  the 
watch.  That  shows  that  in  sending  the  watch  away  he  did  what 
he  ought  not  to  have  done.  By  that  wrongful  act  he  at  once 
determined  his  bailment,  and  the  property  vested  once  more  in  the 
real  owner,  Jones. 

Coleridge,  J. — In  the  case  of  false  pretences,  the  true  owner 
intends  to  part  with  the  property  to  the  prisoner. 

WiLLES,  J. — If  trespass  would  lie  for  the  taking,  then  the 
offence  would  be  larceny. 

M^Intyre. — Without  admitting  that  to  be  a  certain  test  in  all 
cases,  it  may  be  adopted  in  the  present,  for  trespass  would  not 
lie  because  the  property  was  parted  with  voluntarily  by  one  who 
had  a  special  property. 

WiLLES,  J.,  referred  to  Com.  Dig.  Trespass,  D. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown.  (j^j»^  ^^^  ^^i^^ 

JUDGMENT. 

Coleridge,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  in  this  case  was  rightly  convicted 
of  felony.  Thomas  Jones,  the  owner  of  a  watch,  had  placed  it 
with  the  seller  for  a  specific  purpose,  the  regulating  it ;  and  as  it 
is  not  stated  that  he  had  given  any  specific  directions  when  or 
how  it  was  to  be  returned,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  seller  had  no 
aathority  to  deliver  it  to  any  one  but  Thomas  Jones,  or  some  one 
commissioned  by  him  to  receive  it.  By  the  fraud  of  the  prisoner 
be  is  induced  to  believe  that  Thomas  Jones  had  desired  him  to 
send  it  by  post  to  the  postmaster  at  Brymbo,  enclosed  in  a  letter 
addressed  to  Thomas  Jones ;  the  postmaster  also,  induced  by  the 
fraud  of  the  prisoner,  delivers  the  watch  to  him,  believing  him  to 
be  Thomas  Jones  or  his  agent,  and  thus  the  possession  is  obtained. 
Now  assuming  it  to  have  been  correctly  contended  in  the  argument, 
that  the  seller  of  the  watch  had  more  than  a  bare  charge  and  was 
the  bailee  of  it,  yet  his  special  property  has  not  put  an  end  to  the 
general  property  of  the  true  owner ;  and  when  he  sent  the  watch 
away  to  a  third  person,  addressed  to  the  true  owner,  intending  such 
third  person  to  deliver  it  to  the  true  owner,  and  that  third  person, 
the  postmaster,  received  it  for  that  purpose,  the  seller's  possession 
and  right  of  possession  and  special  property  all  ceased,  the  general 
property  of  the  true  owner  became  entirely  unencumbered  and 
drew  to  it  the  possession ;  unless  the  postmaster  himself  became 

u  2 
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^'^*        the  bailee  as  the  seller  had  been  before.    But  this  he  did  not, 
Kat.         according    to  Pearce^s  case   (2    East,   P.  C.    603),    where   the 

prisoner,  pretending  to  be  a  mail  guard,  obtained  from  the  post- 

^^^^'  master  the  bags  of  letters,  and  was  held  to  have  been  rightly 
Larceny  or  convicted  of  Stealing  letters  out  of  the  post-office,  the  postmaster 
fahefnunctt.  having  no  property  in  them^  but  only  a  charge.  Although  the 
prisoner  had,  by  fraud^  induced  the  seller  to  part  with  his  special 
property,  assuming  that  he  had  such,  yet  no  possession  had  thereby, 
in  fact,  become  vested  in  him ;  and  when  the  possession,  in  fact, 
had  come  to  the  postmaster,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  hold  that 
the  prisoner,  by  calling  himself  Thomas  Jones,  and  falsely  pre- 
tendmg  to  be  the  true  owner,  had  made  the  postmaster  his  servant 
and  agent,  or  the  postmaster's  actual  possession  his,  since  the 
postmaster  had  received  it  for  the  true  owner  and  intended  to 
deliver  it  to  the  true  owner.  The  postmaster  beine  the  servant 
of  the  true  owner  for  this  purpose,  his  possession  was  the  possession 
of  the  true  owner,  and  could  not  be  divested  by  the  tortious  taking 
from  him,  according  to  fVilkins^a  case :  (2  East,  P.  C  673,  674.) 
On  this  ground  the  prisoner's  offence  appears  to  have  been  clearly 
larceny.  Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL, 
May  30,  1857. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Erle,  Wh-liamb,  and 
Cbowdeb^  JJ.^  and  Bbamwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Eyanb.  (a) 

Pn^eising  to  act  under  pretence  of  County  Court  process — Felony-^ 

Statute  9  4-  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  57. 

In  order  to  convict  a  person  of  the  offence  of  acting  or  professing  to  act 
under  any  false  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  County  Courts 
under  s,  57  of  9  ^  iO  Vict  c.Ofl  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the 
document  used  bore  any  resemblance  to  the  actual  genuine  process  of 
that  court ;  it  is  enough  if  he  falsely  and  fraudulendy  pretends  that 
process  has  issuedy  and  that  in  what  he  does  he  is  acting  under  such 
process. 

When  therefore  A.^  in  order  to  obtain  payment  of  a  debt^  sent  to  B.y  his 
debtor,  a  lettery  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  having  at  the  top  of 
ike  page  the  letters  V  R.  and  the  royal  arms,  and  containing  notice  to 
B.  that  if  the  debt  vms  not  paid  ^^proceedings  would  be  tahen  m  pur* 
suance  of  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  9  Sf  \0  Vict.  c.  95,  the  New  County 
Court  Act  for  the  more  easy  Recovery  of  Small  Debts ;   which  letter 
purported  to  be  signed,  *'  F.  M.,  cUrh  to  court,  instructed  by  A,  ;**  and 
afterwards  represented  to  the  wife  of  B.  that  he  had  ordered  the  court 
to  send  that  letter,  and  then  obtained  payment  of  the  debt,  and  made  a 
claim  of\s,  Zd.  in  addition  for  County  Court  expenses : 
Bdd,  (BRAififELL,  B.  dissentiente)  that  A.  was  properly  convicted  of 
acting  and  prof essing  to  act  under  false  colour  and  pretence  of  the 
process  of  the  County  Court,  alt/iough  the  letter  which  he  sent  bore  no 
resemblance  to  a  genuine  County  Court  summons,  or  to  any  process  of 
thai  court* 

^PHE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Lord  Powis,  as  chairman 
J-   of  the  Montgomeryshire  Sessions. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  and  others  of  Her  Majesty's 
Justices  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  of  Montgomery,  at  the  General 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  said  county,  holden  at 
Welchpool  on  the  10th  day  of  January  last,  upon  a  charge  of 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  BrrrLSSTOii,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Keg.        having  acted  under  a  false  colour  and  pretence  of  the  process  of  the 

*•  County  Court  of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at  Welchpool. 

EvAKs.  rpj^^  following  is  a  copy  of  the  indictment : — 

I  OK** 

^'        Montgomeryshire,)  The  jurors   for  our   Lady   the  Queen  upon 

Acting  under  to  wit.  J    their  oath  present,  that  John  Evans,  late  of 

^cZ^^^m^  the  parish  of  Lknfair,  in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  joiner, 
^^rocest,  on  the  23rd  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  acted  and  professed  to 
act  under  a  false  colour  and  pretence  of  the  process  of 
the  County  Court  of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at  Welchpool,  in 
the  manner  and  by  the  ways  and  means  hereinafter  mentioned, 
that  is  to  say,  for  that  one  John  Roberts  being  at  the  time  of  the 
committal  of  the  offence  hereinbefore  alleged  indebted  to  the  said 
John  Evans  in  a  certain  sum  of  money,  the  said  John  Evans  ia 
order  to  obtain  the  payment  of  the  said  money  did  send  to  the  said 
John  Roberts  a  letter  or  application  demanding  payment  of  the 
money  so  due  to  him,  the  said  John  Evans,  from  the  said  John 
Roberts  as  aforesaid,  and  which  letter  or  application  was  in  the 
words  or  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say  : — 

Welchpool,  Oct.  17th,  1856. 

[V.  (Royal  Anns)  R.] 

To  Mr.  John  Roberts.  * 

Sir, — I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  unless  the  amount  of 
your  account,  0/.  10^.  Od,,  which  is  due  to  me,  is  paid  on  or  before 
the  23rd  inst.  to  me  at  the  Quarry,  proceedings  will  be  taken  to 
obtain  the  same  in  pursuance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  25,  of  the  New  County  Uourt  Act  for  the  more 
easy  Recovery  of  Small  Debts,  &c.  Yours,  &c., 

Fbbderice:  Mugliston, 

Instructed  by  John  Evans.  Clerk  to  Court. 

And  for  that  the  said  John  Evans  afler  the  sending  of  the  said 
letter  to  the  said  John  Roberts  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
23rd  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifty-six,  did  under  the  colour  or  pretence  that  the 
said  letter  was  the  process  of  the  said  County  Court  of  Mont- 
gomeryshire, holden  at  Welchpool,  and  that  the  same  authorized 
him  to  demand  from  Mary  Roberts,  the  wife  of  the  said  John 
Roberts,  payment  to  him,  the  said  John  Evans,  of  certain  money 
which  he,  the  said  John  Evans,  then  alleged  to  be  due*from  the 
said  John  Roberts  as  the  court  fees  upon  the  said  letter  or  appli- 
cation, and  did  thereby  and  by  other  means  act  and  profess  to  act 
under  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  County  Court 
of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at  Welchpool.  Whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  said  letter  or  application  so  sent  to  the  saidJJoha 
Roberts  as  aforesaid  was  not  the  process  of  the  said  County  Court 
of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at  Welchpool,  and  was  not  issued  by 
the  registrar  of  the  said  County  Court,  or  by  any  other  person 
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having  authority  to  issue  the  process  thereof,  which  the  said  John       Rbo. 
Evans  then  well  knew.     And  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  ^' 

John  Evans  had  no  authority  to  act  or  profess  to  act  under  any  pro-        Z^** 
cess  of  the  said  County  Court  of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at  Welch-       1857. 
pool,  or  to  demand  or  to  take  from  the  said  Mary  Roberts  payment        : — 
of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  under  colour  or  pretence  of  any  pro-  y?,&e' wfour  of 
cess  of  the  said  County  Court  of  Montgomeryshire,  holden  at   County  Cowt 
Welchpool,  which  the  said  John  Evans  then  well  knew  ;    against      ?»'<»«»• 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

It  was  proved  on  the  trial  that  one  John  Roberts,  who  resided 
at  Llanfair,  within  the  district  of  the  County  Court  of  Mont- 
gomeryshire, holden  at  Welchpool,  was  indebted  to  the  prisoner  in 
the  sum  of  ten  shillings,  and  that  the  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  payment  of  such  debt  sent  to  the  said  «Tohn  Roberts  the 
letter  set  out  in  the  indictment.  The  original  letter  is  annexed  to 
and  is  to  form  part  of  this  case,  and  is  marked  (A.) 

A  genuine  form  of  summons  of  the  County  Court  of  Mont- 
gomeryshire, holden  at  Welchpool,  is  also  annexed  to,  and  is  to 
form  part  of  this  case,  and  is  marked  (B.)  [This  document  bore 
no  resemblance  to  the  letter  above  mentioned.] 

Some  days  after  the  said  letter  had  been  received,  Mary  Roberts, 
the  wife  of  the  said  John  Roberts,  went  to  the  prisoner  at  Llanfair 
and  asked  him  if  he  had  sent  the  letter,  to  which  the  prisoner 
replied  that  he  had  ordered  the  court  to  send  it ;  and  upon  being 
so  informed  she  paid  the  prisoner  the  1 0«.,  the  money  demanded 
in  the  letter. 

Whilst  the  lOs.  was  lying  on  the  table,  and  whilst  the  prisoner 
was  writing  the  receipt,  the  prisoner  asked  Mary  Roberts  for  U.  3^. 
for  the  County  Court  expenses,  as  he  wanted  to  put  the  full 
amount  in  the  receipt.  Mary  Roberts  said  she  had  no  more 
money.  The  prisoner  then  said  he « would  take  6^.,  and  that  he 
had  done  the  same  with  Mr.  Evans  of  Hirrhos,  who  had  paid  him 
Is.  3d.  for  County  Court  expenses.  Mary  Roberts  still  said  she  had 
not  any  more  money;  and  no  money  was  paid  by  Mary  Roberts 
for  costs,  and  a  receipt  for  the  \0s,  alone  was  given.  A  copy  of 
such  receipt  is  annexed  to,  and  is  to  form  part  of  this  case,  and  is 
marked  (0.) 

The  jury  convicted  the  prisoner,  and  I  sentenced  him  to  im- 
prisonment with  hard  labour  for  two  calendar  months,  but  respited 
the  execution  of  the  sentence,  admitting  the  prisoner  to  bail  until 
the  Midsummer  Sessions,  in  order  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  for  Criminal  Cases  reserved  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
facts  as  above  stated  constitute  an  offence  within  the  meaning  of 
the  57th  section  of  the  County  Courts  Act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95. 

M^Intyrejfor  the  prisoner. — The  question  is,  whether  the  prisoner 
has  committed  any  oifence  under  sect  57  of  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95, 
which  enacts  "  that  every  person  who  shall  forge  the  seal  or  any 
process  of  the  court,  or  who  shall  serve  or  enfctrce  any  such  forged 
process,  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged,  or  deliver  or  cause  to  be 
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Rbo.        delivered  to  any  person  any  paper  falsely  purporting  to  be  a  copy 
EVANS.       ^^  ^^7  summons  or  other  process  of  the  said  court,  knowing  the 

same  to  be  false,  or  who  shall  act  or  profess  to  act  under  any  false 

1857.        colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  court  shall  be  guilty 

Acting  under  ^^  fclony."     Now  it  is  Submitted,  that  the  prisoner  did  not  act  or 

faite  colour  of  profess  to  act  under  any  false  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of 

Cowuy  Court  the  County  Court.     He  wrote  a  letter  threatening  proceedings  if 

process.      ^^^  money  was  not  paid ;  and  he  made  a  representation  that  he 

had  ordered  the  court  to  send  that  letter;  but  he  did  not  state 

that  that  letter  was  a  County  Court  process,  and  there  was  nothing 

upon  the  face  of  it  to  give  it  any  appearance  of  such  process.     On 

the  contrary,  it  purported  not  to  be  process ;  for  both  in  form  and 

substance  it  was  totally  different  from  any  genuine  process  of  the 

court. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — It  may  be  that  the  sending  of  the 
letter  would  not  by  itself  be  a  pretending  to  act  under  colour  of 
County  Court  process.  But  that  is  only  one  step  in  the  commifr- 
sion  of  the  offence ;  and  when  the  prisoner  went  afterwards  and 
stated  that  he  was  entitled  to  Is.  3d.  for  County  Court  expenses, 
that  certainly  does  seem  to  be  an  acting  under  pretence  of  process, 
and  to  be  one  of  the  cases  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

Williams,  J.  —  Suppose  he  had  said  that  he  was  the  high 
bailiff  of  the  court  and  had  a  writ  in  his  pocket  ? 

M*Int7/re^ — That  would  have  been  a  very  different  case.  The 
prisoner  did  not  say  that  there  was  any  order  of  the  court  for 
payment  of  the  Is,  Sd. 

Bramwell,  B. — Is  not  this  section  of  the  statute  directed 
against  a  different  class  of  cases  from  this?  It  seems  to  me 
intended  to  prevent  either  the  making  of  false  process,  purporting 
to  be  genuine,  or  the  falsely  pretending  to  act  under  genuine 
process. 

Erle,  J. — I  think  it  also  includes  the  offence  of  putting  forth 
as  process  that  which  is  not  process ;  a  kind  of  offence  very 
likely  to  impose  upon  the  very  poor  and  very  ignorant,  for  whose 
protection  this  clause  is  intended. 

Bramwell,  B. — This  section  makes  the  offence  felony,  and 
the  Legislature  may  well  have  intended  to  make  a  distinction 
between  the  offence  of  fabricating  documents  to  imitate  genuine 
process,  and  the  making  or  using  of  documents  which  would  bear 
no  resemblance  to  process. 

M^Intyre, — That  is  the  contention  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner* 
The  prisoner  may  have  been  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor  of  obtain- 
ing money  by  false  pretences,  and  yet  not  be  guilty  of  the  felony 
created  by  this  section ;  the  language  of  which  imports  that  there 
should  be  some  counterfeiting  of  the.  genuine  process ;  for  the 
words  are  **  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  court ;" 
not  *^  colour  or  pretence  of  process." 

Williams,  J.  —  What  difference  can  it  make  whether  the 
genuine  process  is  imitated,  if,  for  example,  the  person  to  whom  it 
IS  shown  cannot  read. 
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M*Intyrt. — Still  it  is  a  graver  and  more  dangerous  offence  to       ^^^* 
Imitate  the  genuine  process.     Reg.  v.  Myott  (6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.      evajis, 

41)6)  is  an  authority  in  the  prisoner's  favour.     There  the  prisoner        

called  at  the  house  of  a  debtor,  who  had  been  duly  served  with  a        ^^^7. 
genuine  County  Court  summons,  after  the  day  for  his  appearance  jctingwuter 
had  passed,  and  said  that  he  was  authorized  by  the  court  to  receive  false  colour  qf 
the  debt  and  costs,  and  that  if  the  amount  was  not  paid  by  a  cer-  Comity  Court 
tain  time  he  should  bring  an  execution  and  take  the  goods.     That      P^'^^*^^- 
was  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  present ;  and  yet  Crompton,  J., 
stopped  the  case  for  the  prosecution  and  said,  "  that  in  his  opinion 
the  charge  was  not  made  out,  as  he  thought  the  act  of  Parliament 
applied  to  false  instruments,  and  not  to  mere  false  representations 
as  to  the  authority  or  employment  of  the  prisoner.     There  was 
no  acting  or  professing  to  act  under  the  process  of  the  County 
Court" 

Wielsby,  for  the  prosecution. — This  case  falls  within  the  words 
and  also  within  the  object  of  the  section.  The  object  is  to  protect 
the  poor  and  ignorant  from  any  such  imposition  and  extortion  as 
may  be  practised  upon  them  by  designing  persons  with  respect  to 
proceedings  or  supposed  proceedings  in  the  County  Court ;  and  it 
would  defeat  that  object  altogether,  in  the  great  majority  of  cases, 
if  the  court  should  hold  that  the  section  applies  only  to  cases  in 
which  there  has  been  an  imitation  of  some  genuine  process,  oalcu- 
hted  to  deceive  a  person  acquainted  with  genuine  process. 

Bramwell,  B. — But  what  is  "the  process"  of  the  County 
Court,  which  you  say  the  prisoner  professed  to  act  under. 

Welsby. — He  did  not  profess  to  act  under  any  particular  writ  or 
warrant ;  but  he  gave  the  woman  to  understand  that  there  was 
some  process  of  the  County  Court  which  authorized  his  demand 
upon  her. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^Whereby  County  Court  expenses  had 
been  incurred. 

Welsh/. — The  case  cited  is  not  in  point.  There  was  no  employ- 
ment in  that  case  of  such  a  letter  as  the  prisoner  used  in  this. 
All  the  circumstances  must  be  put  together ;  and  if  that  be  done, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  prisoner  by  his  statements  and  the 
document  intended  to  make  the  woman  believe,  that  he  was  acting 
under  the  authority  and  order  of  the  court. 

M^Intyrey  in  reply. — At  the  most  his  representations  amounted 
only  to  this, — that  at  some  future  t'me  process  would  be  issued 
against  her  husband,  and  that  he  might  be  called  upon  to  answer 
a  judgment  summons.  He  did  not,  however,  in  any  way  pretend, 
either  by  words  or  tokens,  that  he  had  at  that  time  any  judgment 
swnmoiis  or  warrant,  or  any  process  of  any  kind. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — But  for  the  opinion  entertained  by  my 
brother  BramweU  in  this  case,  I  certainly  should  have  thought  it 
a  very  clear  case.  The  very  object  of  this  57th  section  is  to  pro- 
tect a  class  of  persons,  who  being  poor  and  illiterate  are  very  liable 
to  be  imposed  upon,  against  demands  made  upon  them  under  the 
pretence  or  colour  of  County  Court  process.     It  provides  against 
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Bbo.        three  distinct  offences :  first,  the  forgery  of  the  seal  or  the  process 
^-  of  the  court,  or  the  service  of  forged  process,  knowing  it  to  be 

forged ;  secondly,  the  delivery  of  any  paper  falsely  purporting  to 

1857.        be  a  copy  of  any  process;    and  lastly,  the  offence  in  question, 

:    7^   which  is  described  in  very  large  and  comprehensive  words,  indud- 

faLecohur  of  i^g  any  persou  **  who  shall  act  or  profess  to  act  under  any  false 

County  Court  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  court."    Now  these 

process,      words  are  quite  large  enough  to  include  the  present  case ;  and 

they  will  apply  to  every  case  where  a  person  falsely  pretends  that 

he  is  acting  under  the  process  of  the  court.    Perhaps  if  the  prisoner 

had  merely  sent  the  letter  that  would  not  have  been  enough  ;  but 

when  he  afterwards  tells  the  woman  that  he  had  ordered  the  court 

to  send  it,  it  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  clerk,  and  then 

demands  a  sum  of  money  for  County  Court  expenses,  the  whole 

taken  together  affords  abundant  evidence  that   he  intended  the 

woman  to  believe  that  he  had  process  of  the  court  authorizing  his 

demand,  and  that  he  did  falsely  pretend  to  her  that  he  had  sucli 

process,  and  that  under  that  process  he  was  acting  in  receiving 

from  her  the  lOs.  and  also  in  claiming  the  County  Court  expenses. 

I  cannot,  therefore,  entertain  any  doubt  that  this  case  falls  within 

the  words  of  the  section  and  also  within  the  intention  of  the 

Legislature  in  passing  it. 

EiRLE,  J. — I  also  think  that  this  conviction  should  be  affirmed. 
The  question  is  whether  the  prisoner  acted  or  professed  to  act  under 
the  false  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  court ;  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  he  did.  I  bear  in  mind  that  these  tribunals  are 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  and  illiterate  classes,  and  that 
the  object  of  the  enactment  is  to  protect  from  extortion  by  means 
of  pretended  process  those  who,  having  little  knowledge  of  business 
ana  still  less  of  law,  are  very  much  exposed  to  such  imposition. 
The  Legislature  has  sought  to  carry  out  that  object  by  making  it 
felony  either  to  forge  the  seal  or  the  process  of  the  court  or  know- 
ingly to  serve  forged  process,  or  to  deliver  papers  falsely  purport- 
ing to  be  copy  of  the  process  of  the  court ;  and  lastly,  to  act  or 
Srofess  to  act  under  the  false  colour  or  pretence  of  the  process. 
Tow  it  appears  to  me  that  the  prisoner  clearly  pretended  to  act 
under  the  process  of  the  court;  because  in  writing  the  letter  he 
intended  to  represent,  and  wished  to  make  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  addressed  believe,  that  it  was  issued  under  the  authority  of 
the  court,  and  as  the  process  of  the  court  deriving  its  efficacy  from 
the  power  of  that  tribunal  It  is  argued  that  nothing  more  is  to 
be  inferred  from  the  prisoner's  statements  than  that  he  meant  that 
at  some  future  time  process  might  issue  upon  a  judgment ;  but  I 
do  not  think  that  that  is  the  fair  interpretation  of  what  took 
place ;  and  even  if  it  were,  that  assumes  that  he  falsely  repre- 
sented that  a  judgment  had  been  obtained.  Mr.  M^Intyre  also 
contends  that  no  case  falls  within  the  section,  unless  the  false 
instrument  purported  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  and  bore  resemblance 
to  the  genuine  process  of  the  court.  It  is  certain,  if  that  were  so, 
that  the  section  would  be  yery  nearly  inoperative ;  for  the  class  of 
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Bbo. 

9. 

Eyaks. 


persons   by  whom  the  very  ignoraDt  are  generally  defrauded 

coDBists  of    those  who,  though  more  artful,  are  not  much  less 

ignorant  than  themselves,  and  who  would,  for  the  most  part,  use 

BQch  imperfect  devices  as  would  not  deceive  anyone  at  all  ac-        1657. 

quainted  with  genuine  process*     Taking  this  view  of  the  statute,   Aethamder 

it  seems  to  me  that  there  was  in  this  case  indisputable  evidence  of  faUe  colour  of 

a  professing  to  act  under  the  false  colour  or  pretence  of  process.        Comtjf  Court 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  argument  proeets. 
of  any  weight  in  the  prisoner's  favour  is  that  this  section  con- 
templates only  cases  in  which  there  is  some  counterfeiting  of,  or 
pretending  to  act  under  some  genuine  process  of  the  court ;  but  I 
find  nothing  in  the  words  to  wararnt  tnat  construction ;  and  I  do 
not  see  why  its  operation  should  be  so  limited  and  its  application 
to  numerous  cases  be  thereby  prevented.  I  have  already  put  the 
ctae  of  a  man  falsely  pretending  that  he  was  high  bailiff  of  a  court, 
and  that  he  had  a  writ  in  his  pocket ;  can  it  be  doubted  that  the 
framers  of  the  section  meant  to  reach  such  a  case  ?  The  words  are 
quite  large  enough  to  include  it;  and  in  my  judgment  the 
statute  applies  whenever  anyone  falsely  pretends  to  have  process 
under  which  he  professes  to  act.  In  this  case,  looking  at  all  the 
facts  stated,  the  prisoner  seems  to  me  to  have  done  so;  and  he  was 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  properly  convicted.  ^ 

Crowdeb,  J.  —  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  construction 
which  we  are  asked  to  put  upon  this  section  is  too  narrow  ;  and 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  include  within  its  operation  not 
only  the  cases  where  there  has  been  genuine  process,  or  some 
imitation  of  genuine  process,  under  colour  of  which  the  party 
charged  has  professed  to  act,  but  also  those  where,  although  no 
genuine  process  or  imitation  of  it  has  been  used,  a  person  has  been 
induced  to  part  with  his  money  by  reference  being  made  to  some- 
thing, either  verbal  or  written,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  a  belief 
that  the  money  is  demanded  by  virtue  of  some  process  of  the 
County  Court  It  is  impossible  to  doubt  that  the  wife  in  this  case 
did  so  believe ;  and  there  is  as  little  doubt  of  the  intention  of  the 

firisoner,  who,  according  to  his  own  statement,  bad  obtained  money 
irom  another  person  by  the  same  means. 

Bramwell,  B. — Being  in  a  solitary  minority,  I  cannot  doubt 
that  my  opinion  on  this  case  is  wrong ;  and  certainly  if  the  court 
has  put  the  right  interpretation  upon  the  words  of  the  section,  this 
case  falls  within  it.  But  my  own  opinion  is,  that  this  case  does 
not  come  within  the  words  or  the  intention  of  the  Legislature.  I 
confess  that  to  my  mind  this  sort  of  penal  legislation  is  better 
avoided,  and  that  the  fewer  statutory  crimes  we  have  the  better ; 
but  in  the  construction  of  a  clause  of  this  sort  I  certainly  should  have 
supposed  that  the  offence  consisted  in  fabricating  something  which 
was  calculated  to  deceive  a  person  possessed  of  a  reasonable  acquaint- 
ance with  the  subject-matter;  and  that  T  believe  to  be  the  correct 
principle,  whether  it  be  old  or  new.  Until,  therefore,  I  had  heard 
the  judgment  in  this  case  I  was  strongly  of  opinion  that  the 
section  was  framed  to  punish  the  forgery  of  documents  purporting 
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Rea.        to  be  the  process  of  the  court,  or  the  false  assumption  of  such 
^*  authority  as  genuine  process  would  give.     The  offence  created  by 

'*       the  statute  is  acting,  or  professing  to  act»  under  the  false  colour  or 

1857.        pretence  of  the  process  of  the  said  court;  but  the  proof  in  this 

• — Znd^  ^^^  '®  o^ly>  **  most,  of  a  pretence  of  process,  not  of  **  the  process" 

fauTcohwof  of  ^^^  court,  which  must  mean  some  genuine  process.   If  this  were 

Cowuy  CouH  the  correct  construction,  it  would  not  follow  that  such  frauds  as 

process,      ^^  present  would  go  unpunished ;  because,  whenever  money  was 

obtained,  the  parties  would  be  indictable  for  obtaining  it  by  false 

pretences ;  but  upon  the  words  of  this  section  I  think  the  offenoe 

consists  in  pretending  that  there  is  some  process  which  would 

authorize  the  act  done,  and  that  the  party  charged  was  at  the  time 

acting  under  it      Here,  however,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 

Erisoner  ever  pretended  that  there  was  any  process  under  which 
e  could  have  demanded  the  \8.  3i/. ;  for  the  letter  was  the  only 
thing  referred  to,  and  that  certainly  was  not  process. 

Comrictum  affirmed. 


CRIMINAL  LAW  CA8BS.  301 


COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

June  18,  1857. 

(Before  Lobd  Campbell,   CJ.,   Erle^    Williams^   and 
Cbowder,  JJ.,  and  Brahwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  David  Hughes,  (a) 

Manslaughter*^Neglect  of  duty — Act  of  omission. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  manslaughter,  it  appeared  that  the  death  was 
occasioned  by  the  falling  of  a  truck  full  of  bricks  into  the  shaft  of  a 
mine,  when  the  deceased  wcu  at  work  ;  and  that  the  truck  fell  in,  in  con- 
sequence  if  the  prisoner's  neglect  of  duty  in  omitting  to  place  a  stage 
over  the  mouth  of  the  shaft.     The  prisoner  having  been  convicted : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  right ;  as  the  crime  of  manslaughter  no  less 
than  that  of  murder  might  be  committed  by  acts  of  omission  as  well 
as  of  commission, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Watson,  B. : — 
This  prisoner  was  tried   before  me   at   the  last   Swansea 
Assizes,  on  February  25th,   1857,   on  an  indictment  for  man- 
slaughter. 

It  was  proved  that  some  contractors  were  employed  to  wall  the 
inside  of  a  new  shaf);  which  was  sinking  in  a  colliery,  called  the 
Tylecock  Colliery.  The  deceased  with  others  were  working  at 
the  wall  on  a  stage  in  the  shaft*  The  prisoner  ^vas  banksman  at 
the  top  of  the  shafl,  where  there  was  an  engine  and  rope  to  send 
down  Dricks  and  materials  in  a  bucket  and  draw  up  the  empty 
bucket.  It  was  his  duty  to  send  down  materials  and  to  superintend 
the  proper  letting  down  the  buckets  and  to  place  the  stage  herein- 
after mentioned.  The  buckets  were  run  on  a  truck  on  to  a 
moveable  stage  over  half  the  area  of  the  top  of  the  shaft,  and  then 
the  bucket  was  attached  and  lowered  down,  the  stage  being 
withdrawn. 

The  prisoner  on  the  occasion  in  question  had  omitted  to  put,  or 
to  cause  to  be  put,  the  stage  on  the  mouth  of  the  shaft.  In  the 
absence  of  the  stage,  a  bucket  with  a  truck  and  bricks  ran  along 
the  tramroad  into  the  shaft  and  fell  down  the  pit  and  killed  the 
deceased.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  prisoner  was  directing  or 
driving  the  waggon  at  the  time. 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bittlestok,  Esq.,  Barrister- at- Lavr. 
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Rbo. 

V. 

Hughes. 

1857. 

Mantlmtghter 

—  Negligent 

omittum. 


I  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  accident  happened  by  negligence 
of  the  prisoner,  and  whether  that  negligence  arose  from  an  act  of 
omission  or  commission.  They  found  that  the  death  of  deceased 
arose  from  negligent  omission  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  in  not  put- 
ting the  stage  on  the  mouth  of  the  shaft.  Thereupon  I  directed  a 
verdict  of  guilty.  I  did  not  pass  sentence.  I  released  the  prisoner 
on  bail  until  the  opinion  of  the  Criminal  Court  of  Appeal  should 
be  taken. 

This  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel,  but  it  was  considered  by 
the  judges  above  named. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court. — We  are  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed. 
It  was  the  duty  of  tiie  prisoner  to  place  the  stage  on  the  mouth  of 
the  shaft ;  the  death  of  the  deceased  was  the  direct  consequence  of 
the  omission  of  the  prisoner  to  perform  this  duty.  If  the  prisoner, 
of  malice  aforethoug:ht  and  with  the  premeditated  design  of  caus- 
ing the  death  of  the  deceased,  had  omitted  to  place  the  stage  on 
the  mouth  of  the  shaft,  and  the  death  of  the  deceased  had  thereby 
been  caused,  the  prisoner  would  have  been  guilty  of  murder. 
According  to  the  common  law  form  of  an  indictment  for  murder, 
by  reason  of  the  omission  of  a  duty,  it  was  necessary  that  the 
indictment  should  allege  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  prisoner  to  do 
the  act,  or  to  state  facts  from  which  the  law  would  infer  this  duty : 
(jB.  v.  Edwardsy  8  Car.  &  P.  611 ;  JZ.  v.  Sarah  Goodwin^  1  Russ. 
on  Crimes,  563n,  3rd  edit.)  But  it  has  never  been  doubted  that  if 
death  is  the  direct  consequence  of  the  malicious  omission  of  the 
performance  of  a  duty  (as  of  a  mother  to  nourish  her  infant  child) 
this  is  a  case  of  murder.  If  the  omission  was  not  malicious  and 
arose  from  negligence  only,  it  is  a  case  of  manslaughter.  It  has 
been  held  that  to  make  the  captain  of  a  vessel  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter in  causing  a  person  to  be  drowned  by  running  down  a 
boat,  proof  of  a  mere  omission  on  his  part  to  do  the  whole  of  his  duty 
is  not  sufficient:  (jR.  v.  Allen^  7  Car.  &  P.  153.)  But  there  is  no 
authority  for  the  position  that  without  an  act  of  commission  there 
can  be  no  manslaughter ;  and  on  the  contrary,  the  general  doctrine 
seems  well  established  that  what  constitutes  murder  being  by 
design  and  of  malice  prepense,  constitutes  manslaughter  when  arising 
from  culpable  negligence.  Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CUTMINAL  APPEAL. 

June  18,  1857. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell^  C.  J.,  Erle,  Williams,  and 
Crowd£r,  JJ.,  and  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Danger,  {a) 

False  pretences — Obtaining  valuable  security — Inducing  prosecutor  by 

fraud  to  accept  a  bill  of  exchange, 

A^falsdy  represented  to  B.  that  a  third  person  was  baling  up  for  him 
a  quantity  of  leather  which  was  to  come  into  his  warehouse  that  after" 
noon^  and  requested  B.  to  purchase  it  at  a  price  which  he  named,  B, 
agreed  to  become  a  purchaser  at  that  pricCj  and  thereupon  A.  asked 
B.  to  accept  a  bill  for  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money,  B, 
consented;  and  A.  shortly  afterwards  produced  a  bill  of  exchange 
duly  stamped^  signed  by  himself  as  drawer,  payable  to  his  own  order, 
and  addressed  to  B.  This  bill  A.  handed  to  B,  who  accepted  it  and 
returr$ed  it  to  A.y  by  whom  it  was  indorsed  and  discounted, 

Heldy  that  A,  could  not  be  convicted  of  obtaining  from  B.  a  valuable 
security  by  false  pretences,  as  the  instrument  whilst  in  B/s  hands  was 
of  no  value  to  him  or  to  any  one  else,  unless  to  the  prisoner ;  and  as 
B.  had  no  property  either  in  the  instrument  or  the  paper  on  which  U 
was  written, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  tbe  Recorder  of  Bristol:— 
The  prisoner,  John  Danger,  was  tried  before  me  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  in  and  for  the  city  and  county  of 
Bristol,  held  on  the  7th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857, 
on  an  indictment  under  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo*  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  for 
obtaining  a  valuable  security  by  false  pretences.  The  indictment 
contained  two  counts,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  this  case. 

The  false  pretences  were  proved,  as  alleged  in  the  indictment. 
It  was  also  proved  that  Richard  Latham,  the  prosecutor,  relying 
on  such  pretences,  agreed  to  become  the  purchaser  of  a  quantity 
of  leather,  called  butts,  of  and  from  the  prisoner  John  Danger,  at 
the  price  of  184/.  I6s.  That  the  prisoner  then  asked  Richard 
Latham  to  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  amount  of  the 
purchase-money;  that  Richard  Latham  agreed  to  do  so;  that 
soon  afterwards  the  prisoner  produced  a  bill  of  exchange,  duly 
stamped,  signed  by  himself  as  drawer,  under  the  name  of  John 

(a)    Reported  bj  A.  BxttlsSTOV,  Esq.,  Bnrmter-at-Law. 
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^^'        Danger  and  Company,  payable  to  the  drawer's  own  order,  and 

Dakobr.     addressed  to  Kichard  Latham  for    181/.  I6s,   four  months  after 

—         date,  and  handed  the  same  to  Kichard  Latham.     That  Richard 

]^'        Latham  accepted  the  bill  by  writing  his  name  across  it,  and  made 

False  pretences  ^^  payable  at  Messrs.  Stuckey's  bank,  Bristol,  and  then  delivered 

—Obtaining a  the   Same  SO  accepted   to  the   prisoner;    that  the  prisoner  took 

^1^^^      possession  of  the  bill,  and  afterwards  indorsed  and  discounted  the 

same,  and  applied  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use.     At  the  close  of 

the  case  for  the  prosecution,  it  was  objected  by  the  prisoner's 

counsel,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  obtained 

from  Richard  Latham  a  valuable  security,  within  the  meaning  of 

the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  so  as  to  sustain  either  count 

of  the  indictment,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  showed  that  the 

prisoner  had  obtained  from  Richard  Latham,  either  an  acceptance 

only,  or  an  instrument  which  was  not  an  available  security  or  of 

any  value  to   Richard  Latham.     I  refused  on  this  objection  to 

direct  an  acquittal,  but  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who  found  the 

prisoner  guilty ;  but  I  reserved  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 

Court  or    Criminal  Appeal,  whether   there   was    evidence    that 

the  prisoner  obtained  from  Richard  Latham  a  valuable  security, 

so  as  to  sustain  either  count  of  the  indictment.     After  the  verdict 

it  was  objected,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  each  count  of  the  indict* 

ment  was  bad,  for  not  alleging  that  the  valuable  security  obtained 

by  John  Danger  was  the  property  of  Richard  Latham,  and  the 

case  of  Still  v.  Tlie  Queen  (1   Ell.  &  B.  553),  was  cited.    I  also 

reserved  that  question,  and  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of  the 

Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  upon  the  above  matters.     I  postponed 

the  sentence,  and  admitted  the  prisoner  to  bail  until  the  next 

Quarter  Sessions  for  the  said  city  and  county  of  BristoL 

The  indictment  was  as  follows : — 

City  and  county  of  Bristol,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Sovereign  Lady 
to  wit.  j      the    Queen    upon    their   oaths 

present,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
offence  hereinafter  named,  one  Richard  Latham  was  a  currier 
carrying  on  business  at  Redcliff  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St*  Mary 
Redcli^  in  the  city  and  county  of  Bristol,  and  one  George  Jen- 
kins was  a  tanner  carrying  on  business  at  that  part  of  the  parish 
of  Bedminster  which  is  within  the  city  and  county  of  Bristol, 
and  that  John  Danger,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas,  in  the 
city  and  county  aforesaid,  leather  factor,  on  the  27th  day  of 
December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty-six,  being  an  evil  disposed  person,  and  contriving  and 
intending  unlawfully,  fraudulently,  knowingly,  and  designedly  to 
cheat  and  defraud,  then  and  there  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  last  aforesaid,  did  ask  the  said  Richard 
Latham  if  he,  the  said  Richard  Latham,  would  buy  some  of 
George  Jenkins  (meaning  the  said  George  Jenkins)  butts; 
whereupon  the  said  Richard  Latham  then  and  there  told  the  said 
John  Danger,  that  he,  the  said  Richard  Latham,  had  been 
speaking  to  Mr.  Jenkins  (meaning  the  said  George  Jenkins),  and 
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he  (meaning  tlie  said  George  Jenkins),  said  he  had  no  butts  to  ^^^ 
sell,  and  the  said  John  Danger  thereupon,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  danger. 
and  designedly,  did  falsely  pretend  and  say  to  the  said  Richard  — •* 
Latham,  you  (meaning  the  said  Richard  Latham)  don't  know  ^^^^- 
George  Jenkins  (meaning  the  said  George  Jenkins)  as  well  as  I  paUe  pretenct$ 
do,  for  he  (meaning  the  said  George  Jenkins)  is  now  baling  up  -—Obtaining  a 
three  hundred  butts  for  me  (meaning  himself  the  said  John  «=^««'^'« 
Danger)  to  come  into  my  warehouse  (meaning  the  warehouse  of  ^^^^y- 
the  said  John  Danger)  this  afternoon ;  and  that  he,  the  said  Richard 
Latham,  should  have  them  at  the  price  of  twenty-one  pence  per 
pound,  and  that  the  said  Richard  Latham  then  and  there  agreed 
to  become  the  purchaser  of,  to  wit,  a  certain  part  of  the  said  butts 
of  and  from  the  said  John  Danger  at  that  price,  whereupon  the 
said  John  Danger  asked  the  said  Richard  Latham  to  accept  a  bill 
for  184/,  16«.,  and  then  and  there  produced  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  him  the  said  John  Danger,  upon  him  the  said  Richard 
Latham,  for  the  said  sum  of  184^  16«.,  and  the  said  John  Danger 
then  and  there  stated  to  the  said  Richard  Latham,  that  he,  the 
said  Richard  Latham,  should  have  the  worth  of  it  (meaning  the 
bill  of  exchange  for  184/.  16«.)  in  these  butts,  meaning  the 
said  butts  which  the  said  John  Danger  had  as  aforesaid,  unlaw- 
fully, knowingly,  and  designedly,  fafsely  pretended  and  said  that 
the  said  George  Jenkins  was  baling  up  for  him  the  said  John 
Danger,  and  which  said  butts  were  to  come  into  his  the  said  John 
Danger's  warehouse  that  afternoon)  by  which  said  false  pretencQ 
be  the  said  John  Danger,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  of  St  Nicholas,  in  the  city  and  county  aforesaid,  did 
unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  Richard  Latham  a  certain  valuable 
security,  to  wit,  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  which  the  said  John 
Danger  had  so  drawn  upon  the  said  Richard  Latham  as  aforesaid, 
and  which  the  said  Richard  Latham  then  and  there  accepted  for 
the  said  sum  of  184/.  16«.,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud. 
Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  George  Jenkins  was  not 
on  the  said  27th  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  in  the  possession  of  three 
hundred  butts,  or  any  butts  of  the  property  of  the  said  John 
Danger,  nor  was  the  said  George  Jenkins  on  the  said  27th  day  of 
December,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  baling  up 
three  hundred  butts  for  the  said  John  Danger;  against  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Second  count  —  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  John  Danger,  on  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas,  in  the  city 
and  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly,  did 
falsely  pretend  to  the  said  Richard  Latham  that  one  George 
Jenkins  had  sold  to  and  was  then  baling  up  for  him,  the  said  John 
Danger,  three  hundred  butts  of  leather,  and  which  the  said  John 
Danger  then  and  there  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly, 
falsely  pretended  and  stated  to  the  said  Richard  Latham  were  to 
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^^'        come  into  his^  the  said  John  Danger's,  warehonse,  on  the  afternoon  of 

Danobr.     ^^^  ^^^^  ^^y*  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  John  Danger  could  and  would  then 
Bell  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof^  to  the  said  Richard  Latham  at  a 


1837.        certain  price,  to  wit,  the  price  of  twenty-one  pence  a  pound.    By 

Fuitenreuncn  ^aeans  of  which  said  false  pretences  the  said  John  Danger  did  then 

—Obtaining  a  and  there  unlawfully  obtain  irom   the   said  Richard  Latham  a 

vafuabie      certain  valuable  security,  to  wit,  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of 

'**""^*      184Z.  16*.  of  and  from  the  said  Richard  Latham,  as  and  for  the 

sum  to  be  paid  by  him  in  payment  for  certain  of  the  said  three 

hundred  butts  aforesaid,  witn  intent  then  and  there  to  cheat  and 

defraud  the  said  Richard  Latham  of  the  same.     Whereas,  in  truth 

and  in  fact,  the  said  George  Jenkins  had  not  sold  to  the  said  John 

Danger,  nor  was  the  said  George  Jenkins  then  baling  up  for  him^ 

the  said  John  Danger,  three  hundred  butts  of  leather,  or  any 

butts  of  leather  whatsoever,  nor  were  the  BaidJ;hree  hundred  butts 

of  leather  to  come  into  his,  the  said  John  Danger's,  warehouse,  on 

the  afternoon  of  the  said  day,  nor  could  the  said  John  Danger  then 

sell  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  said  Richard  Latham ;  against 

the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 

the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Prideaux,  for  the  prisoner. — The  indictment  is  bad  in  form  for 
not  alleging  the  valuable  security  to  have  been  the  property  of 
the  prosecutor,  according  to  the  cases  of  Sill  v.  The  Queen  (1 
Ell.  &  BI.  553) ;  Beg.  v  Parker  (3  Q.  B.  292);  and  K  v.  Martin  (8 
Ad.  &  £11.  481);  and  the  conviction  cannot  be  sustained.  Even  if 
the  indictment  were  correct  in  form,  and  alleged  the  bill  to  have 
been  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  the  conviction  would  still  have 
been  wrong,  because  upon  the  facts  proved  it  appears,  first,  that 
the  bill  never  was  the  property  of  or  in  the  possession  of  the  pro- 
secutor; and  secondly,  that  it  was  not  a  valuable  security  within 
the  statute  7  &  8  Olio.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53.  The  paper  upon  which  it 
was  written  was  the  property  of  the  prisoner ;  and  it  was  handed 
to  the  prosecutor  merely  for  the  purpose  of  bis  writing  his 
acceptance  thereon.  When  that  was  done  the  property  and  the 
right  of  possession  were  in  the  drawer,  and  any  detention  of  it  by 
the  acceptor  would  have  been  wrongful.  Smith  v.  McClure  (5 
East,  476),  where  Lord  EUenborough  said,  that  if  after  acceptance 
the  acceptor  improperly  detained  the  bill  in  his  hands,  the  drawer 
might,  nevertheless,  sue  him  on  it,  and  give  him  notice  to  produce 
the  bill.  So  in  Johnson  v.  fVindle  (3  Bing.  N.  C.  225),  which  was 
trover  for  a  promissory  note  that  had  been  stolen,  the  note  being 
payable  to  the  plaintifls  or  order,  Bosanquet,  J.,  said,  <^  This 
instrument  on  the  face  of  it  was  marked  as  the  property  of  the 
plaintiffs."  In  like  manner  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  present 
case  was  on  the  face  of  it  marked  as  the  property  of  the  prisoner : 
{Morrison  v.  Buchanan^  6  Car.  &  P.  18.)  In  Evans  v.  Kymer 
(I  B.  &  Ad.  528),  the  property  in  a  bill  was  held  to  be  in  the 
acceptor,  but  that  was  because  it  had  been  deposited  with  the 
drawer  to  hold  for  the  acceptor's  use.  In  this  case,  however,  not 
only  was  the  bill  never  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  but  it  was 
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ali30  never  in  his  poBsession.    R.  y.  Smith  (2  Den.  C.  C.  449 ;  5  Cox       Bso. 
Crinu  Cas.  633)  is  expressly  in  point.     There  the  prisoner,  pro-     d^jtobb. 

fessing  to  settle  a  debt  on  behalf  of  a  third  person  with   the        

prosecutor^  took  out  of  his  pocket  a  piece  of  blank  paper  stamped        1857. 

with  a  sixpenny  stamp  and  put  it  upon  the  table,  and  then  took  ^^^^    Zencet 

out  some  silver  in  his  hand  and  mentioned  the  amount  for  which  ^obtaining  a 

the  prosecutor  was  to  give  a  receipt     After  the  prosecutor  had      valuable 

written  and  signed  a  receipt  for  that  sum  on  the  stamped  paper,      •«J«^y- 

the  prisoner  took  it  up  and  went  out  of  the  room.     On  being  asked 

for  the  money  he  said,  "  it's  all  right,"  but  never  paid  it.     The 

court  held,  that  the  prosecutor  never  had  any  such  possession  of 

the  stamped  paper  as  would  entitle  him  to  maintain  trespass ;  and 

that,  consequently,  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  stealing 

it.     The  cases  there  cited  are  also  in  point.     R.  v.  Minter  Hart 

{6  Car.  &  P.  106)  was  a  case  in  which  the  prosecutor  was,  by  fraud, 

induced  to  write  acceptances  upon  blank  stamps  produced  by  the 

prisoner,  which  were  afterwards  filled  up  by  him  and  put  into 

circulation ;  and  the  judges  there  decided  that  the  stamps  so  filled 

up  were  not  bills  of  exchange,  orders  for  the  payment  of  money, 

or  securities  for  money;  and  that  as  the  prosecutor  never  had 

any  possession  of  the  papers,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  maintain 

trespass,  there  was  no  taking  of  them  to  constitute  larceny.     In 

A  V.  Phipoe  (2  Leach,  673),  the  prosecutor  was  compelled  by 

duress  to  sign  a  promissory  note,  previously   prepared   by   the 

defendant  and  withdrawn  by  him  as  soon  as  signed ;  and  a  majority 

of  the  judges  thought  that  the  case  was  not  withip  the  statute 

2  Geo.  2,  c  25,  s.  3,  because  the  instrument  was  of  no  value  to 

the  prosecutor,  who  had  not  even  a  property  in  or  possession  of 

the  paper  on  which  it  was  written.     That  case,  therefore,  is  an 

euthonty  also  for  the  second  ground  of  objection  to  this  conviction, 

that  the  instrument  was  not  a  valuable  security.     It  is  not  enough 

that  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  should  appear  to  be  so ;  the  instrument 

must  be  eiFectual  as  a  security  when  obtained,  in  order  to  come 

within  the  statute,  R.  v.  Pooky  (Kuss.  &  By.  12) ;  .R.  v.  Clark 

{R.  &  R.  181);  R.  V.  Perry  (1  Den.  C.  C.  69;  1  Cox  Crim.  Cas. 

222);  and  this  instrument  was  altogether  void  when  obtained.     It 

was  vitiated  by  the  fraud  practised  in  obtaining  it ;  so  that  to  the 

prisoner  it  was  not  valuable,  and  clearly  it  was  valueless  to  any 

one  else.     Whilst  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  prisoner  it  was  not 

an  available  acceptance ;  no  person  could  sue  upon  it  until  it  had 

been  indorsed  to  a  real  holder  for  value,  and  therefore  prior  to  the 

indorsement  it  was  no  security  :  ( Cox  v.  Troy^  5  B.  &  Aid.  474 ; 

Downes  v.  Richardson^,  ib.  674 ;   Sioessiger  v.  Sovth  Eastern  Rail" 

way  Cijmpany^  3  EU.  &  Bl.  549.)     In  truth,  the  defendant  obtained 

from  the  prosecutor  nothing  but  a  promise  to  pay,  or  the  evidence 

of  a  promise  to  pay,  which  mighty  except  for  the  statutes  on  the 

subject,  be  merely  verbal. 

H.  T»  Cole^  for  the  prosecution. — First,  the  prosecutor  had  a 
property  in  the  bill  and  a  possession  of  it  at  the  time  when  he 
accepted  it,  sufficient  to  have  entitled  him  to  maintain  trespass,  or 

2   X 
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Bbo.        to  haye  indicted  any  one  for  stealing  it.     After  signing  it,  he 
Damobii.     ™ight  haye  destroyed  it,  if  he  altered  his  mind,  instead  of  de- 

livering  it  to  the  prisoner ;  or  if  he  had  delivered  it  to  the  prisoner 

^^^^'  to  hold  for  him,  ne  might  afterwards  have  maintained  trover  for 
False  nretencei  ^^ '  (^^^^^  V.  Kytner.)  R*  V.  Smith  was  not  the  case  of  a  valuable 
—  Obtaining  a  Security,  but  of  a  receipt;  and  by  section  5  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
vahtahie  ©.  29,  a  ver^  cxtensivc  interpretation  is  put  upon  the  words  **  valu- 
t^cwn^f.  ^y^  secunty"  wherever  used  in  that  act;  and  amongst  the 
documents  declared  to  be  included  in  that  term  are,  **  any  bill, 
note,  warrant,  order,  or  other  security  for  money,  or  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money."  In  Reg.  v.  Greenhalgh  (1  Dearsl.  C.  C.  267 ; 
6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  257)  an  order  by  the  president  of  a  burial 
society  upon  the  treasurer  for  payment  of  money  to  bearer^  was 
held  a  '*  valuable  security"  within  section  63,  as  explain^  by 
section  5  of  the  statute.  This  case  is  an  answer  to  the  argument 
that  the  security  obtained  must  be  valuable  to  the  prosecutor;  for 
the  order  was  of  no  value  to  the  person  from  whom  it  was  obtained. 
In  R.  V.  Boult<m{\  Den.  C.  C.  508;  3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  576)» 
it  was  held  that  a  railway  ticket,  entitling  a  passenger  to  travel 
from  one  place  to  another,  was  a  chattel  of  value ;  but,  of  course, 
it  was  of  value  only  to  the  person  obtaining  it,  and  not  to  the 
person  from  whom  it  was  obtained.  It  is  quite  enough,  therefore, 
if  the  acceptance  was  valuable  to  the  prisoner ;  and  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  it  was.  It  was  complete  as  an  acceptance  when  the 
prosecutor  had  written  his  name  upon  it,  because  that  was  done  in 
the  prisoner's  presence ;  and  in  Byles  on  Bills  (p.  143,  5th  edit), 
the  law  as  to  what  constitutes  a  complete  acc^tance  is  thus 
expressed : — **  The  liability  of  the  acceptor,  though  irrevocable 
when  complete,  does  not  attach  by  merely  writing  his  name,  but 
upon  the  subsequent  delivery  of  the  bill,  or  upvn  cammuniration  to 
iome  person  interested  in  the  bill  that  it  has  been  so  accepted,'*  Here 
there  was  notice ;  and  the  best  evidence  of  its  value  is,  that  by 
indorsing  it  away  the  prisoner  was  able  to  obtain  the  money. 

Prideauxy  in  reply. — In  R.  v.  Greenhalgh^  the  order  was  payable 
to  bearer,  and  that  therefore  was  a  valuable  security  in  the  hands 
of  other  persons  than  the  prisoner.  It  was  not  like  the  present 
case,  where  the  instrument  was  utterly  valueless  to  any  one  but 
the  prisoner  at  the  time  when  it  was  obtained.  It  is  true  that  it 
might  become  valuable  to  others  after  it  had  been  indorsed :  but 
that  is  not  enough.    It  must  be  a  valuable  security  when  obtained. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

JUDGMENT. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  offence  charged  and  proved  in 
this  case  does  not  come  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  s.  53. 
**  The  chattel,  money,  or  valuable  security,"  the  obtaining  of  which 
by  a  false  pretence  may  be  made  the  subject  of  an  indictment 
within  this  statute,  must,  we  conceive,  have  been  the  property  of 
some  one  other  than  the  prisoner.     Here  there  is  great  diflSculty 
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in  saying  that  as  against  the  prisoner  the  prosecutor  had  any  pro-        ^^^o. 
perty  in  the  document  as  a  security,  or  even  in  the  paper  on  which     d^mokr. 

the  acceptance  was  written.     In  no  one  else  could  the  property  be        

laid.     We  should  not  have  given  weight  to  the  argument,  that        ^Q^^- 
even  in  the  prisoner's  hands  it  was  not  a  valuable  security  by  Fahemtmcet 
reason  of  the  fraud  which  would  prevent  him  from  enforcing  it ;  —Obtaining  a 
bnt  we  apprehend  that  to  support  the  indictment  the  document      valuable 
must  have  been  a  valuable  security  while  in  the  hands  of  the  pro-      ««»"'jr« 
secutor.     While  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  prosecutor  it  was  of  no 
value  to  him  nor  to  any  one  else,  unless  to  the  prisoner.     In 
obtaining  it  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  a  gross  fraud,  but  we  think 
not  of  a  fraud  contemplated  by  this  act  of  Parliament. 

Jtidffment  reversed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
January  24,  1857. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Cbbsswell  and  Wiqhtman,  JJ., 

and  Mabtin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Joseph  Wilson,  (a) 

Larceny  —  Evidence  -~  Recent  possesion  —  Necessity  of  dtsprovinff 
prisoner's  statement^  token  he  mentions  the  persons  Jrom  whom  hie 
received  the  stolen  goods. 

As  a  matter  of  law  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  prosecution,  on  a  trial 
for  larceny,  to  ccdl  as  witnesses  the  persons  whom  the  prisoner  has 
named  as  able  to  account  for  his  possession  of  the  stolen  property, 
though  the  persons  so  named  are  known  and  might  be  called, 

THIS  case  was  stated  by  the  deputy  chairman  of  the  West 
Riding  Quarter  Sessions. 
Joseph  Wilson  was  tried  before  me  at  the  West  Riding  Inter- 
mediate Sessions  held  at  Sheffield,  on  the  2nd  December,  1856,  on 
an  indictment  charging  him  with  stealing,  and  also  with  receiving, 
articles  of  dress  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  The  prose- 
cutor, Thomas  Wilson,  proved  that  his  house  was  broken  open  on 
Sunday,  the  2nd  of  November,  and  the  articles  in  question,  two 
waistcoats  and  two  pairs  of  trousers,  taken  from  it.  A  witness 
named  WiUiam  Scarmell,  proved  that  he  bought  them  from  the 
prisoner  for  12s.  in  a  public-house  in  Sheffield,  on  Tuesday  night 
the  4th  of  November ;  about  thirty  persons  were  in  the  room  at 
the  time,  and  the  prisoner  sold  the  articles  openly  without  any 
attempt  at  concealment.  Scarmell's  wife  proved  that  she  pawned 
them  on  the  5thy  when  they  were  stopped  by  the  pawnbroker  as 
stolen  goods,  and  through  the  information  of  the  Scarmells  the 
prisoner  was  taken  into  custody.  To  the  constable  who  charged 
him  with  the  felony,  the  prisoner  said,  *^  Cocking  and  Derby 
brought  them  to  my  house,  and  the  woman  who  keeps  my  house 
(Mrs.  Wilson)  will  say  so ;  and  I,  being  on  the  spree,  sold  them 
and  spent  the  money."  In  consequence  of  this  statement  Cocking 
and  Derby  were  apprehended.    And  Cocking  was  committed  for 

(<7)*  Reported  bjr  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Bonister-at-Law. 
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trial  and  convicted  of  stealing  articles  taken  at  the  same  time        Rbo. 
from    the   prosecutor's   house.      Derby   was    taken    before    the  "- 

magistrates,    but    discharged    by   them    for    want    of   evidence         '^^  ' 
against  him.     The  constable  went  to  Mrs.  Wilson's  house  and        1857. 
made  inquiries  as  to  the  prisoner's  statement.     No  evidence  of  __ 

what  transpired  on  such  inquiries  was  received.  No  question  was  jv^^^o/* 
niised  in  the  case  as  to  the  identity  of  the  stolen  articles.  This  duproving 
was  the  case  for  the  prosecution.  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  sub-  2!qS«i«I<! 
Diitted  that  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  contended 
that  as  the  prisoner  had  stated  how  he  came  into  possession  of  the 
stolen  property,  and  had  mentioned  the  names  of  the  persons  from 
whom  he  had  received  it,  those  persons  being  real  persons  and 
known  to  the  constables,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  prosecution  to 
negative  his  statement,  if  false,  by  calling  Cocking  or  Derby,  or 
Mrs.  Wilson,  and  that  it  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
evidence,  which  excludes  hearsay,  for  the  constable  to  come  and 
Bwear  what  those  persons  told  him,  or  the  result  of  inquiries  made 
to  them.  The  cases  of  the  B.  v.  Crotokurst  (1  Car.  &  Kir.  370), 
and  B.  v.  Smith  (2  Ibid.  207);  and  2  East,  R  C.  665,  were 
referred  to.  I  overruled  the  objection,  and  told  the  jury  that  the 
constable  having  made  inquiries  which  had  satisfied  him,  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  call  Cocking  or  Derby,  or 
Mrs.  Wilson,  at  the  trial.  It  might  have  been  more  satisfactory  if 
they  had  been  called,  but  it  was  in  the  prisoner's  power,  if  he  re- 
quired their  testimony,  to  have  called  them ;  and  it  was  for  the  jury 
to  say  if  they  thought  the  evidence  as  it  stood  sufficient.  The  prisoner 
was  convicted  of  stealing,  and  sentenced  to  three  calendar  months' 
imprisonment;  but  the  execution  of  this  sentence  was  respited,  and 
the  prisoner  liberated  on  bail  to  await  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  on  the  following  question  : — Whether  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  which  rested  solely  on  a  recent  posses* 
sion  of  the  stolen  goods,  it  lay  on  the  prosecution  to  call  the 
persons  to  whom  the  prisoner  referred  to  account  for  his  posses* 
sion,  or  some  of  them,  as  witnesses  at  the  trial ;  and  whether  the 
prosecution  not  having  called  those  witnesses,  the  conviction  ought 
not  to  be  quashed  ? 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

A.  •/.  •/o/in^ftm'nppeared  for  the  prosecution,  but  was  not  heard. 

Pollock,  C.  B.—- We  need  not  hear  you.  The  conviction  must 
be  affirmed ;  for  there  certainly  was  some  evidence  for  the  jury 
upon  which  they  might  convict  the  prisoner ;  at  the  same  time  I 
must  say  I  should  have  been  sorry  to  have  had  a  prisoner  con- 
victed before  me  upon  such  evidence. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 

Cbesswell,  J. — I  agree  that  the  conviction  must  be  affirmed 
without  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  its  propriety.  It  is  possible 
that  if  I  had  been  present  at  the  trial  and  heard  the  case  through- 
out, I  might  have  thought  it  a  very  proper  conviction. 

Martin  and  Watson,  BB.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  11,  1857. 

(Before  all  the  Judges,  except  Wightman  and  Williams,  JJ-, 

and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Bryan,  (a) 

7^8  Geo,  4,  c.  29,  s.  53 — FaUe  pretences — Pledging  goods — 

Misrepresentation  of  quality — Puffing, 

A  simple  misrepresentation  of  the  quality  of  goods  is  not  a  false  pretence 
within  the  statute  7  S^S  Geo,  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  provided  the  gowis  are  m 
specie  that  which  they  are  represented  to  he. 

In  order  to  obtain  an  advance  of  money  on  a  large  quantity  of  plated 
spoons,  the  defendant  represented  to  a  pawnbroker  that  they  were  of  the 
best  quality^  that  they  were  equal  to  Elkington^s  A,  {meaning  spoons 
and  forks  made  by  Elkington,  and  stamped  by  him  with  the  letter  A)y 
that  the  foundation  was  of  the  best  material,  and  that  they  had  as 
much  silver  upon  them  as  ElkingUnCs  A,  The  jury  found  that  these 
representations  were  wilfully  false,  and  that  by  means  of  them  an 
advance  of  money  was  made :  Held,  dissefitieniibus  WUles  and  Bram- 
well,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  and  that  the  representation  being 
a  mere  earaggeration  or  puffing  of  the  quality  of  the  goods  in  the  course 
of  a  bargain,M  was  not  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute, 

a^HE  following  case  was  reserved  by  the  recorder  of  London  at 
the  Central  Criminal  Court : — 
It  was  partly  argued  before  five  of  the  learned  judges  on  a 
former  day,  but  on  account  of  the  importance  of  the  question 
raised  in  this  as  well  as  in  Req,  v.  Sherwood  {ante^  p.  270),  they 
were  both  ordered  to  be  reargued  before  all  the  judges. 

case. 

At  the  session  of  gaol  delivery  holden  for  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1857,  John 
Bryan  was  tried  before  me  for  obtaining  TiK>ney  by  false  pretences. 
There  were  several  false  pretences  charged  in  the  different  counts 
of  the  indictment,  to  which,  as  he  was  not  found  guilty  of  them  by 

(a)  Reported  by  B.  C.  RobinsoNi  Esq.,  Barrtster-at-Law. 
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the  jury,  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer.     But  the  following  pretences       ^^^ 
were  among  others  charged : —  Beyait. 

That  certain  spoons  produced  by  the  prisoner  were  of  the  best        

quality,  that  they  were  equal  to  Elkington's  A  (meaning  spoons  ]^' 
and  forks  made  by  Messrs.  Elkington,  and  stamped  by  them  with  paUe  pretences 
the  letter  A)  that  the  foundation  was  of  the  best  material,  and  —-Pledging 
that  they  had  as  much  silver  upon  them  as  Elkington's  A.  The  ^^^^^ 
prosecutors  were  pawnbrokers,  and  the  false  pretences  were  made  ^^quatitgT 
use  of  by  the  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  advances  of 
money  on  the  spoons  in  question  offered  by  the  prisoner  by  way  of 
pledge,  and  he  thereby  obtained  the  moneys  mentioned  in  the  in- 
dictment by  way  of  such  advances.  The  goods  were  of  inferior 
quality  to  that  represented  by  the  prisoner,  and  the  prosecutors 
said  that  had  they  known  the  real  quality,  they  would  not  haye 
advanced  money  upon  the  goods  at  any  price.  They  moreover 
admitted  that  it  was  the  declaration  of  the  prisoner  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  goods  and  nothing  else  which  induced  them  to  make 
the  said  advances.  The  money  advanced  exceeded  the  value  of 
the  spoons.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  fraudulently 
representing  that  the  goods  had  as  much  silver  on  them  as  Elking- 
ton's A,  and  that  the  foundations  were  of  the  best  material, 
knowing  that  to  be  untrue,  and  that  in  consequence  of  that  he 
obtained  the  moneys  mentioned  in  the  indictment  The  prisoner's 
counsel  claimed  to  have  the  verdict  entered  as  a  verdict  of  *'  not 
guilty,"  which  was  resisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  and 
entertaining  doubts  upon  the  question,  I  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty 
to  be  entered,  in  order  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal  might  be  taken  in  the  matter,  and  the  foregoing  is  the  case 
on  which  that  judgment  is  requested.  Russell  Gdbhet. 

B.  C.  Robinson^  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  these  were  not 
fake  pretences  within  the  statute.  That  the  rule  to  be  deduced 
from  all  the  cases  was  this,  that  where  the  thing  obtained  was  in 
specie  that  which  it  was  represented  to  be,  the  statute  applied ;  but 
where  the  falsehood  was  merely  as  to  the  quality  of  the  thing, 
where  it  became  a  mere  question  of  better  or  worse,  such  pretence 
was  not  indictable.  Here  the  goods  were  in  specie  what  they 
were  represented  to  be ;  they  were  plated  goods,  but  they  were 
inferior  m  quality  to  the  representation.  If  it  were  otherwise,  and 
that  the  puffing  or  vaunting  an  article  that  was  offered  for  sale  was 
a  criminal  offence,  every  trader  in  the  commercial  world  would  be 
committing  a  crime  twenty  times  in  the  course  of  each  day.  In 
IL  T.  Roebuck  (7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  126),  most  of  the  learned  judges 
in  delivering  their  judgment  stated  that  but  for  the  case  of  R.  v. 
Abbott  (I  Den.  C.  C.  173),  they  should  have  hesitated  in  holding 
the  conviction  to  be  proper,  out  that  they  felt  bound  by  that 
authority.  If  then  it  could  be  shown  that  the  present  case,  if  the 
conviction  were  to  be  sustained,  would  go  further  than  those  above 
mentioned,  the  court  would  not  confirm  it.  Every  decision  might 
be  reconciled  with  the  principle  contended  for.     Iq  R.  v.  Roebuck, 
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the  chain  pawned  for  silver  was  not  silver  at  alL  So  with  regard 
to  the  thimble  in  B.  v.  Ball:  (C.  &  M.  249.)  In  B.  v.  Dundas 
(6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  380),  the  article  sold  was  stated  to  be  Everet's 
blacking ;  it  was  bought  on  the  faith  of  its  being  so,  and  it  turned  out 
to  be  a  spurious  compound.  There  it  was  not  a  mere  representa- 
tion of  quality^  but  of  a  specific  thing  known  as  Everett's  blacking. 

Lord  Campbell. — Was  not  B.  v.  Abbott  decided  on  a  pretence 
with  regard  to  the  quality  of  a  cheese  ? 

Bobinsofu-r-lfo.  If  the  representation  alleged  in  the  indictment 
had  been  that  the  cheese  was  of  the  same  quality  as  the  taster, 
tiiat  would  have  rendered  the  case  analogous  to  this.  But  it  was 
not  so.'  The  representation  there  was  that  the  taster  formed  part 
and  parcel  of  the  cheese  to  be  sold,  and  it  was  in  truth  of  a  totally 
different  character,  inserted  into  the  bulk  for  the  purposes  of  fraud. 
That  was  a  statement  of  a  specific  fact  quite  indepenaeut  of  the  quality. 
The  cheese  might  have  been  of  even  better  quality  than  the  taster, 
and  yet  the  falsehood  of  the  pretence  would  equally  exist.  If  the 
misrepresentation  here  had  been  that  the  spoons  were  of  Elking- 
ton's  manufacture,  and  had  formed  part  of  Elkington's  stock,  then 
the  case  would  be  identical  with  B.  v.  Abbott;  but  there  is  a  wide 
distinction  between  the  statements  that  they  are  Elkington's  and 
that  they  are  as  good  as  Elkington's. 

Coleridge,  tJ. — If  the  seller  is  to  be  indictable  for  overpraising 
his  goods,  then  the  buyer  would  be  indictable  also  for  unfairly 
depreciating  them,  and  thus  obtaining  them  below  their  value. 

Lord  Campbell. — That  would  certainly  seem  to  be  so.  Even 
the  act  of  depreciating  would  be  indictable,  because  it  would  be  an 
attempt  to  obtain  them  bv  a  false  pretence  as  to  their  quality. 

Bobinson. — In  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law,  it  is  of  the 
highest  importance  to  define  as  accurately  as  may  be  what  crime 
is,  and  not  to  leave  too  much  to  the  interpretation  of  juries. 
Otherwise,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  every  man  who  was  dissatisfied 
with  a  bargain  he  had  made  would  have  it  in  his  power  to  indict  a 
tradesman  who  sold  him  goods,  on  the  plea  that  every  representa* 
tion  made  in  the  course  of  the  bargain  was  not  true  to  the  letter. 
A  cutler  who  warranted  a  knife  to  be  as  good  as  Rodger's ;  a  tailor 
who  stated  a  coat  to  be  of  the  best  Saxony  wool ;  a  brewer  who 
represented  his  beer  to  be  treble  X,  would  be  constantly  amenable 
to  the  criminal  law,  and  a  jury  would  have  to  decide  upon  their 
fate.  A  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere,  and  to  hold  that  a  pre- 
tence to  be  within  the  statute  must  be  with  reference  to  some 
clear  specific  fact,  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  which  may  be  demon- 
strably shown,  the  assertion  and  the  fact  being  each  the  contra- 
dictory of  the  other,  is  consistent  both  with  convenience  and 
authority,  whilst  it  would  be  highly  dangerous  to  hold  that  state- 
ments which  might  be  mere  matters  of  opinion  or  speculation  were 
the  subject-matters  of  a  criminal  charge. 

Lord  Campbell. — You  say  it  is  lawful  to  lie  in  respect,  of 
quality. 

Bobinson. — However  immoral,  that  it  is  not  a  crime.     At  the 
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outset  it  mast  be  admitted  that  this  was  a  wilful  lie.     The  case  Brck 

stales  it,  and  the  jury  have  so  found  it*     It  must  also  be  admitted  ^• 

that  in  consequence  of  the  lie  the  monejF-  was  obtained.     It  is  only  ^^' 

on  such  admissions  that  the  point  can  cTcr  arise.     The  question  is,  1857. 

is  such  a  lie  as  this  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute  ?  

Lord  Campbell. — But  it  is  part  of  the  allegation  that  there  is  ^pu^^" 

as  much  silver  in  the  spoons  as  m  Elkington's  A.     Is  not  that  the  goods^Mig- 

assertion  of  a  fact  ?  '^'T**t2r^ 

.Robinson. — It  is  no  more  in  reality  than  a  representation  of  the     ^  ^    *^' 

auality.     It  is  the  amount  of  silver  in  these  goods  that  gives  them 
leir  value,  and  saying  of  them  that  they  have  more  or  less  silver 
is  eqaivalent*to  saying  that  they  are  of  better  or  worse  quality. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — Suppose  a  seller  of  cheese  to  state  that  it 
eame  from  a  particular  dairy  in  Cheshire,  when  in  fact  it  came  from 
America. 

Robinson. — That  might  proba}>ly  be  a  false  pretence,  because  the 
buyer  would  not  get  the  precise  thing  he  bargained  for.  He  might 
want  a  Cheshire  cheese  and  not  an  American  one,  quite  irrespective 
of  the  quality. 

Beam  WELL,  B. — ^I  see  nothing  in  the  statute  that  recognizes  a 
distinction  between  species  and  quality. 

Robinson. — The  statute  must  be  taken  in  connection  vrith  the 
many  cases  that  have  been  decided  upon  it,  and  which  have  given 
it  a  particular  interpretation. 

Bramwell,  B. — If  I  buy  a  spurious  autograph  of  the  Duke  of 
Wellington,  or  a  spurious  picture  attributed  to  Raphael,  I  get  a 
thing  of  the  same  species  as  that  bargainad  for. 

Robijison. — If  the  autograph  or  the  picture  was  represented  to  be 
genuine  when  it  was  known  to  be  spurious,  that  would  probably 
be  a  false  pretence ;  but  if  it  was  said  that  the  writing  or  the 
painting  was  in  the  duke's  or  the  painter's  best  style,  and  it  was 
known  to  be  otherwise,  it  would  not  be  so..  There  are  cases  which 
tend  to  show  that  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  might  be  applicable 
here,  or  that  false  representations  as  to  spec^ific  facts  in  the  course 
of  a  bargain  and  sale  are  not  within  the  statute,  but  still  mnch 
doubt  has  of  late  been  thrown  upon  them,  and  it  is  not  thought 
necessary  to  rely  upon  them  here. 

Francis  (with  him  Metcalfe)  for  the  prosecution. — The  false 
pretences  relied  upon  are  as  to  the  quantity  of  silver  in  the  spoons 
being  equal  to  Elkington's  A,  and  the  foundations  being  of  the 
best  material.  These  are  facts  easily  ascertainable,  and  which,  in 
truth,  the  jury  have  expressed  their  judgment  upon.  They  are 
not  mere  statements  that  the  spoons  are  as  good  or  as  valuable  as 
Elkington's.  It  is  something  more  than  a  mere  representation 
with  regai*d  to  quality ;  for  it  must  be  taken,  after  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  that  the  amount  of  silver  on  Elkington's  A  spoons  was  a 
well  known  fixed  quantity.  In  the  case  of  R.  v.  Slierwood,  just 
decided,  it  was  held,  that  a  misrepresentation  with  regard  to 
quantity  was  a  good  false  pretence  within  the  statute,  and  there  is 
here  just  as  strong  a  representation  as  to  quantity  as  th^re  wa9 
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I^w>*  there.    The  spoons,  no  doubt,  bad  a  small  quantity  of  silver  upon 

BsTAN.  them,  but  it  was  so  trifling  that  the  money  advanced  exceeded 

'  their  full  value,  and  it  is  found  that  had  the  prosecutors  known 

1857.  the  real  value  they  would  not  have  advanced  any  money  upon  them 

Faltepretencet  w^^^^cver.     But  there  is  no  case  laying  down  the  principle  con- 

— Pledging  tended  for  on  the  other  side,  that  a  misrepresentation  with  regard 

good^^Mis-  to  quality  is  not  within  the  statute ;  on  the  contrary,  in  R.  v.  JS!eJi- 

"^o/^^lr  ^^* .^^  ^'  ^'  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^ *®  pretences  was,  that  a  horse  was  quiet 
to  ride  and  drive,  which  was  false  within  the  seller's  knowledge, 
and  the  court  sustained  the  conviction.  The  words  of  the  statute 
are  clear  and  precise,  that  goods  obtained  by  any  false  pretence 
constitutes  the  crime ;  and  the  jury  have  here  found  everything 
that  the  act  renders  material.  It  was  probably  intended  to  prevent 
precisely  such  frauds  as  these ;  and  the  argument  that  this  is  a 
mere  vaunting  or  puffing  off  of  goods  that  a  tradesman  is  anxious 
to  sell  is  answered  by  this,  that  the  juiy  have  found  that  the 
representations  were  made  fraudulently  ana  with  intent  to  cheat  the 
prosecutor.  Where  there  is  such  an  intent,  and  it  is  acted  upon 
successfully,  there  can  be  no  inconvenience  in  holding  it  to  be 
punishable  as  a  crime;  and  a  jury  of  tradesmen  would  not  be  likely 
to  convict  a  man  who  had  merely  exaggerated  the  value  of  his 
property  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  price  for  it.  That  is 
often  done  innocently,  or  at  least  without  any  fraudulent  intent ;  but 
here  such  limits  are  far  overstepped.  JR.  v.  Roebuck  virtually 
decides  this  case,  for  the  pretences  are  substantially  the  same.  It  is 
true  that  there  the  chain  which  was  represented  to  be  silver  was 
not  silver  at  all ;  but  here  the  representation  is  equally  false^  for 
although  the  spoons  were  coated  with  silver,  it  was  in  so  small  a 
quantity  as  to  render  them  almost  valueless.  So  in  R.  v.  Abbott^ 
whatever  might  be  the  pretence  alleged  in  the  indictment,  in 
substance  the  fraud  consisted  in  selling  a  very  inferior  article  for 
one  of  superior  quality. 

Robinson^  in  reply.  —  Whatever  the  representations  may  be, 
they  have  reference  to  quality  and  not  to  species;  and  this, 
at  all  events,  distinguishes  the  case  from  R.  v.  Roebuck^  and  all  the 
other  cases  that  have  been  decided  upon  this  point.  As  to 
R.  V.  Kenrich  the  decision  did  not  turn  upon  the  pretence  mentioned, 
namely,  that  the  horses  were  quiet  to  nde  and  drive.  There  were 
other  pretences  in  that  case  that  would  be  clearly  within  the  rule 
that  the  pretences  had  been  made  with  respect  to  specific  facts, 
and  it  was  upon  these  that  the  court  acted.  In  R.  v.  Sherwood 
there  was  a  pretence  that  there  were  eighteen  tons  of  coal  to  be 
delivered,  when  in  truth  there  were  only  fourteen.  There  was 
therefore  an  assertion  that  there  were  four  tons  of  coal  in  the 
waggon  which  did  not  exist  at  all.  Here  the  number  of  spoons 
delivered  was  correctly  represented,  but  each  individual  spoon  was 
of  an  inferior  description.  In  fact,  the  case  states  that  it  was  the 
declaration  of  the  prisoner  with  regard  to  the  quality  of  the  goods, 
and  nothing  else,  which  induced  the  prosecutors  to  part  with  their 
money. 
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On  the  conclasion  of  the  argument^  the  learned  judges  retired  to       ^^• 
consider  the  case,  and  on  their  return  they  delivered  the  following      bkyak. 
jadgments  seriatim,  

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  ^^^^' 
cannot  be  supported,  as  it  seems  to  me  to  proceed  upon  a  mere  FaUepreteneea 
representation,  during  the  bargaining  for  the  purchase  of  a  commo-  —Pledging 
dity,  of  the  quality  of  that  commodity.  In  the  last  case  which  we  ^^*^^J^ 
disposed  of  (A  v.  Sherwood),  after  the  purchase  had  been  com-  ^^^j^quaUttf, 
pleted  there  was  a  distinct  averment  which  was  known  to  be  false, 
respecting  the  quantity  of  the  goods  delivered,  and  in  respect  of 
that  misrepresentation  a  larger  sum  of  money  was  received  than 
ought  to  have  been  received,  the  amount  of  which  could  be 
easily  calculated ;  and  therefore  I  thought,  and  I  think  now,  that 
that  was  clearly  a  case  within  the  act  of  Parliament.'  But  here,  if 
YOU  look  at  what  is  stated  upon  the  face  of  the  case,  it  resolves 
itself  into  a  mere  misrepresentation  of  the  quality  of  the  article 
that  was  sold,  bearing  in  mind  that  the  article  was  of  the  species 
that  it  was  represented  to  be  to  the  purchaser,  namely,  plated 
spoons,  and  that  the  purchaser  received  them.  Now,  it  seems  to 
me,  it  never  could  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to 
make  it  an  indictable  offence  for  the  seller  to  exaggerate  the 
quality  of  that  which  he  was  selling,  any  more  than  it  would  be  nn 
indictable  offence  for  the  purchaser,  during  the  bargain,  to  depreciate 
the  quality  of  the  goods  and  to  say  that  they  were  not  equal  to 
that  which  they  really  were.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  an 
extension  of  the  criminal  law  which  is  most  alarming,  for  not  only 
would  sellers  be  liable  to  be  indicted  for  an  extravagant  represen- 
tation of  the  value  of  goods,  but  purchasers  would  be  liable  to  be 
indicted  if  they  improperly  depreciated  the  quality  of  the  goods, 
and  induced  the  sellers  by  that  depreciation  to  sell  the  goods  at  an 
under  price,  and  below  the  real  value  of  the  goods,  which  would 
have  been  paid  for  them  had  it  not  been  for  that  representation. 
Now,  as  yet,  I  6nd  no  case  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  this 
misrepresentation,  at  the  time  of  sale,  of  the  quality  of  the  goods, 
has  been  held  to  be  an  indictable  offence.  In  Reff.  v.  Roebuck  the 
article  delivered  was  not  of  the  species  bargained  for,  for  there  it 
was  for  a  silver  chain,  and  the  chain  that  was  sold  was  not  of  silver 
but  was  of  some  base  metal  and  was  of  no  value.  But  here,  the 
spoons  were  spoons  of  the  species  that  was  bargained  for,  although 
the  quality  was  inferior.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  is 
not  a  case  within  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  that  the  conviction 
cannot  be  supported. 

CoOKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same 
reasons  as  those  which  have  been  just  pronounced  by  my  lord.  It 
seems  to  me  to  make  all  the  difference  whether  the  man  who  is  selling, 
as  in  this  instance  it  appears  he  did,  represents  the  articles  to  be 
merely  better  in  point  of  quality  than  they  really  were.  In  the  case 
o{Reff.  V.  Roebuck,  they  were  warranted  to  be  entirely  different  from 
what  they  really  were,  where  he  represented  them  as  things  that 
were  silver,  when,  in  point  of  fact,  they  were  of  base  metal.     If 
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Rao.        the  person  had  represented  these  as  being  of  Elkington's  mana* 
^  ^'  factare,  when,  in  point  of  fact,  they  were  not,  and  he  knew  it, 

'      that  would  be  an  entirely  different  thing;  but  here  what  is  it  but 

1867.        a  vaunting  and  exaj^gerating  the  value  of  the  article  in  which  he  is 

Faitepretences  ^^^^^^f^  ^^^  representing  it  to  be  in  quality  equal  to  a  particular 

--Pledging     manufacture.     I  think  that  makes  all  the  difference  between  this 

gooda—MU-   casc  and  the  cases  referred  to,  and  I  concur  with  my  lord  in  his 

^^^wadw^  opinion  that  the  conviction  cannot  be  supported. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  may  be  considerable  difficulty  in  laying 
down  any  general  rule  which  shall  be  applicable  to  each  particular 
case,  and  although  I  think  that  the  statute  was  not  meant  to  apply 
to  the  ordinary  commercial  dealings  between  buyer  and  seller,  yet 
I  am  not  prepared  to  lay  down  this  doctrine  in  an  abstract  form, 
because  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  might  be  many  cases  of 
buying  and  selling  to  which  the  statute  would  apply.     I  think  if  a 
tradesman  or  a  merchant  were  to  concoct  an  article  of  merchandize 
expressly  for  the  purpose  of  deceit,  and  were  to  sell  it  as  and  for 
something  very  different  even  in  quality  from  what  it  was,  there  I 
think  the  statute  would  apply.     So  if  a  mart  were  opened,  or  a 
shop  in  a  public  streety  with  a  view  of  defrauding  the  public,  and 
puffing  off  articles  calculated  to  catch  the  eye  which  really  pos- 
sessed no  value,  there  I  think  the  statute  would  apply ;  but  I  think 
it  does  not  apply  to  the  ordinary  commercial  dealings  between  man 
and  man,  and  certainly,  as  has  been  observed  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  if  it  applies  to  the  seller,  it  equally  applies  to  the  pur- 
chaser.   It  is  not  very  likely  that  many  cases  of  that  sort  would 
arise.    It  would  be  very  inconvenient  to  lay  down  a  principle  that 
would  prevent  a  man  from  endeavouring  to  get  the  article  cheap 
which  he  was  bargaining  for,  and  that  if  he  was  endeavouring  to 
get  it  under  the  value  he  might  be  indicted  for  so  doing.     And 
there  is  this  to  be  observed,  that  if  the  successfully  obtaining  your 
object,  either  in  getting  goods  or  money,  is  an  indictable  offence, 
any  attempt  or  step  towards  it  is  an  indictable  offence  as  a  mis- 
demeanor, because  any  attempt  or  anv  progress  made  towards  the 
completion  of  the  offence  would  be  the  subject  of  an  indictment, 
and  then  it  would  follow  from  that,  that  a  man  could  not  go  into  a 
broker^s  shop  and  cheapen  an  article  but  he  would  subject  himself 
to  an  indictment  for  misdemeanor  in  endeavouring  to  get  the  article 
under  false  pretences.     For  these  reasons  I  think  it  may  be  hiirly 
laid  down,  that  any  exaggeration  or  depreciation  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  dealings  between  buyer  and  seller  during  the  progress  of 
a  bargain  is  not  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution.    1  think  this 
case  falls  within  that  proposition,  and  therefore  this  conviction 
cannot  be  supported. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  as  far  as 
disposing  of  this  particular  case  is  concerned,  I  should  like  to  do 
it  very  much  upon  the  grounds  stated  by  Lord  Campbell  and  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice.  I  am  extremely  glad  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity of  saying  I  also  agree  with  the  proposition  that  my  Lord 
Chief  Baron  has  laid  down  in  the  latter  part  of  his  observations. 
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as  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  a  dangerous  thing  to  say  that       Rbo. 
there  could  be  no  fraudulent  misrepresentation  within  the  statute,  *'• 

because  it  occurred  in   the  course  of  an  ordinary  transaction  of        ^^' 
buying  and  selling.     I  think  it  may  as  often  occur  in  the  course        1857. 

of  buying  and  selling  in  the  ordinary  way  as  in  any  other,  but  in         

order  to  determine  whether  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  is  or  is    Lp^^^^* 
not  within  the  statute,  I  think  you  must  look  to  the  extent  to  goods^MU- 
which  it  goes,  and  the  subject-matter  to  which  it  is  applied.    It  seems  ^^presentatum 
to  me  to  be  a  safe  rule  to  lay  down,  that  where  it  refers  simply     *^  2«w%« 
to  the  quality,  and  is  in  the  nature  of  an  exaggeration  on  the  one 
hand,  and  a  depreciation  on  the  other  (which  always  does  take 
place  even  in  tolerably  honest  transactions  between  parties),  it  is 
not  indictable.     If  you  were  to  make  those  representations  the 
subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution  under  the  statute,  or  at  common 
law,  you  would  be  not  only  multiplying  prosecutions  to  a  most 
inconvenient,  but  also  to  a  most  dangerous,  extent.     It  would  be 
making   people  answer  criminally  for  that  which  in  truth  was 
accompanied    by  no  criminal  intent  in  the   mind  of  the  party 
u^ing  It. 

Cress  WELL,  J. — I  agree  that  this  conviction  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, and  I  am  afraid  that  the  law  upon  this  subject  of  false 
pretences  is  in  a  state  which  is  well  calculated  to  embarrass  those 
who  have  to  administer  it.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Rea. 
V.  Abbott  and  Reg,  v.  Roebuck.  And  if  I  may  refer  to  what  I  said 
on  a  former  occasion,  I  felt  bound  then  by  authority,  I  acted  on  it, 
and  I  think  now  those  cases  ought  to  be  binding,  unless  the  time 
has  arrived  when  they  can  be  overruled  by  an  unanimous  decision 
of  the  judges.  In  this  instance  we  are  not  brought  to  that,  and  I 
think  this  conviction  cannot  be  supported. 

Erle,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion,  that  this  conviction 
cannot  be  sustained,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  falsehood  took 
place  in  the  course  of  a  contract  of  sale  or  pawnin$r,  but  on  the 
ground  that  the  falsehood  is  not  of  that  description  which  was 
intended  by  the  Legislature.  It  is  a  representation  of  what  is  more 
a  matter  of  opinion  than  a  definite  matter  of  fact.  Whether  these 
spoons,  in  their  manufacture  and  in  the  electrotype,  were  equal  to 
Elkington's  A  or  not,  cannot  be,  as  far  as  I  know,  decidedly  affirmed 
or  denied  in  the  same  way  as  a  past  fact  can  be  affirmed  or  denied : 
it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  matter  of'  opinion.  With  respect  to  that  I 
fully  concur  in  what  has  been  said,  that  the  statute  never  intended 
to  allow  a  party  who  is  dissatisfied  with  his  bargain  to  resort  to  a 
complaint  of  any  exaggerated  praise  of  the  article  which  was 
oifered,  and  call  the  seller  before  a  jury  to  be  indicted  for  an 
oflfencc  And,  as  it  seems  to  me,  not  only  are  contracts  for  sale 
not  intended  to  be  excluded  by  the  statute,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
in  my  opinion,  the  statute  was  precisely  intended  to  make  false- 
hoods in  respect  of  contracts  of  sale  indictable.  The  statute 
recites,  that  there  had  been  a  failure  of  justice  by  reason  of  cheats 
not  amounting  to  larceny,  and  it  thereupon  makes  the  obtaining 
of  goods  by  false  pretences  an  indictable  misdemeanor.     Now, 
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Rso.        what  were  the  cheats  which  did  not  amount  to  larceny  in  respect 
g  ^'  of  the  prosecution  of  which  there  had  been  a  failure  of  justice  ?     I 

'       think  that  those  cheats  were  the  cases  where  a  party  intending  to 

1857.  defraud  another  of  his  goods,  obtained  from  him  a  transfer  of  the 
Falw  iencet  P^^P^^J  ^°  ^^^  goods,  he  intending  all  the  while  to  appropriate 
— Pledging  them  and  not  to  give  the  value  of  them ;  or  the  case  of  a  man 
good*— Mis-  putting  upon  another  an  article  which  he  knew  was  not  truly  the 
^^ITmlm^  article  stated,  and  so  getting  money  paid  for  the  specific  thing 
which  was  shown  to  him,  which  was  apparently  what  he  intended 
to  buy,  but  in  reality  a  totally  different  thing ;  the  property  was 
under  those  circumstances  held  to  have  passed,  the  matter  was 
held  to  have  amounted  to  a  cheat  and  not  to  be  indictable. 
On  the  other  hand,  where  a  party  intended  to  part  with  the  pos- 
session only,  but  a  fraudulent  person  obtained  the  article  animo 
furandiy  and  took  it  off,  though  the  possession  so  passed  to  him,  it 
was  held  to  be  no  transfer  in  law,  and  the  property  remained  in 
the  original  owner  notwithstanding.  As  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a 
man  coming  up  to  the  seUer  of  a  horse  at  a  fair  and  saying, 
**  allow  me  to  try  that  horse,"  and  he  rides  it  away  and  sells  it,  if 
the  jury  are  of  opinion  that  he  got  the  possession  animo  furandi, 
it  is  a  larceny ;  but  if  he  were  to  profess  to  the  seUer  of  the  horse, 
^^  I  like  the  horse,  and  I  will  pay  you  next  Monday,"  and  the 
seller  says  ^'I  agree  to  that,"  although  the  jury  find  that  he  did 
that  animo  furandi^  unquestionably  that  was  not  indictable  as  a 
larceny.  Now,  looking  at  all  the  cases  that  have  been  decided, 
those  that  have  been  the  subject  of  the  greatest  comment  appear 
to  me  to  fall  within  the  principle  that  where  the  substance  of  the 
contract  is  falsely  represented,  and  by  reason  of  that  the  money 
is  obtained,  the  indictment  is  good;  as  in  the  case  of  Reg.  v. 
Roebuck^  where  the  thing  sold  was  not  the  thing  which  it  was  sold 
for,  namely,  a  silver  chain,  the  silver,  though  in  the  form  of  an 
adjective,  was,  in  reality,  the  subtance  of  the  contract ;  the  silver- 
smith had  no  intention  of  buying  a  mere  chain,  but  he  intended 
to  buy  so  much  silver,  and  the  property  of  the  chain  passed,  and 
the  money  was  paid,  and  that  clearly  was  a  false  pretence ;  so  in 
the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Abbott^  the  substance  of  the  contract  was  not 
the  thing,  a  cheese,  in  the  shape  of  a  cheese  of  any  quality,  but 
the  substance  of  the  purchase  was  a  cheese  of  the  identical 
character  of  the  taster,  which  was  fraudulently  and  falsely  asserted 
to  be  part  and  parcel  of  the  cheese  sold;  so  in  the  case  of  Everett^s 
blacking,  a  known  blacking  under  the  name  of  Everett's  blacking 
was  a  vendible  article  in  the  neighbourhood;  the  prosecutor 
purchased  it  for  the  purpose  of  retaiUng  it,  and  unless  it  had  been 
Everett's  blacking  he  would  have  had  no  demand  for  it,  it  was 
not  a  mere  blacking  he  wanted,  it  was  Everett's,  and  though  that 
word  is  used  adjectively,  it  was,  in  reality,  the  substance  of  the 
bargain.  The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Kenrich  was  this: — In  Reg.  v. 
Pywell  (1  Star.  402),  it  was  held  not  indictable  to  praise  the 
quality  of  a  horse  knowing  him  not  to  be  worthy  of  the  character 
given  him.     I  was  counsel  for  Kcnrick,  and  as  far  as  I  understand 
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that  case,  what  brought  it  within  the  statute  was  the  fact  that       Rsa. 
Kenrick  averred  that  these  horses  had  been  the  property  of  a  lady      b  ^^  h 

deceased,  were  now  the  property  of  her  sister,  and  had  never        * 

been  the  property  of  a  horse  desder,  all  which  were  false  asser-        1857. 
tions  as  to  definite  existing  facts — very   different  from  a  mere  „  .      ^c« 
representation  that  the  horses  were  quiet  to  ride  and  drive.    It    ^J^pudging 
may  be  difficult  to  draw  the  line  between  the  substance  of  the  goods— MU- 
contract  and  the  praise  of  an  article  which  is  a  matter  of  opinion.  ^^^^^ 
Bat  the  present  case  appears  to  me  not  to  fall  within  the  statute,     ^2^  y* 
upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  does  not  affirm  a  definite 
triable  fiu;t  in  saying  they  are  equal  to  Elkington's  A,  but  affirms 
what   is  simply   a   matter  of  opinion.      That  falls   within   the 
cat^ory  of  undue  praise  in  the  course  of  a  contract  of  sale  where, 
as  in  tliis  instance,  the  vendee  had  the  article  which  he  intended 
to  buy,  namely,  plated  spoons. 

Cbokpton,  J. — I  think  the  conviction  cannot  be  supported. 
I  think  the  statute  of  false  pretences  ought  not  to  be  construed  to 
extend  to  transactions  where,  in  the  course  of  a  bargain  for  a 
specific  chattel,  the  supposed  misrepresentation  consists  in  mere 
praise  or  exaggeration  or  puffing  of  the  article  to  be  sold,  where 
the  purchaser  gets  some  value  for  his  money.  I  add  that,  because 
where  a  man  gives  some  inferior  article  which  may  be  fairly  con- 
sidered to  be  of  no  value  at  all  it  is  different.  But  I  think,  at  all 
events,  that  we  ought  not  to  extend  this  statute  to  every  case  of 
an  untrue  warranty.  In  point  of  fact  the  party  gets  a  worse 
bargain  for  his  money,  sounding  much  more  in  damages  than 
anything  else.  What  he  really  loses  is  the  difference  in  value 
between  the  good  and  the  bad  article. 

Crowdeb,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  the  conviction  is  bad.  I  think 
the  case  goes  further  than  any  of  those  that  have  yet  been  decided. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  cases  have  gone  quite  far  enough 
and  ought  not  to  be  extended.  I  think  the  distinction  that  has 
been  taken  in  this  case  ought  to  exclude  it  from  the  category  of 
those  decisions,  and  that  distinction  is  this :  the  statement  is  made 
with  respect  to  the  quality  of  a  known  article,  and  the  quality  is 
averred  to  be  such  with  reference  to  an  article  which  was  then 
known  as  Elkington's  A.  That  was  a  falsehood.  Now,  the  cases 
that  have  already  been  decided  in  respect  to  contracts  of  sale  and 
dealings  between  persons  have  not  extended  the  principle,  that 
where  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  has 
been  of  a  specific  character,  and  the  thing  got  is  not  in  truth  that 
which  it  was  stated  to  be  specifically,  that  is  a  false  pretence. 
But  to  hold  the  pretence  in  this  case  to  be  within  the  statute 
would  be  to  go  beyond  that  principle^  and  I  am  very  doubtful 
whether  it  was  ever  intended  to  go  the  length  to  which  the  decisions 
have  carried  the  construction  of  the  act. 

Bramwell,  B. — I  regret  to  say  that  1  have  foimed  a  very 
imperfect  opinion  in  this  case, — one  not  entirely  to  my  own 
satisfaction ;  but  it  is  the  inclination  of  my  opinion  that  this  con- 
viction ought  to  be  sustained.     I  can  understand  that  in  two  ways 

VOL    VII.  Y 
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Reo.        the  statute  may  be  interpreted ;  one  that  it  does  not  apply  to  tho^e 
^'  cases  where  the  chattel  or  money  is  got  by  false  pretence  inde- 

'■       pendently  of  any  contract,  as  in  the  case  just  decided^  Reg.  v. 

1857.        Sherwood^  where,  though  there  had  been  no  fraud  in  the  making 

' —        of  the  contract,  there  was  fraud  in  the  assertion  that  the  coal  was 

—piedy^  of  a  certain  amount ;  secondly,  I  can  understand  that  the  statute 

goods— Afis'    is  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  fraud  is  not  the  immediate 

"^^rH^d!^'^  mode  of  obtaining  the  money,  but  the  contract  is  obtained  by  fraud, 

^"^*^'  and  the  money  or  the  article  is  handed  over  to  the  defendant  in 
pursuance  of  that  contract.  The  inclination  of  my  mind  is  that 
the  statute  does  extend  to  such  cases,  but  I  cannot  understand  the 
sort  of  medium  case  which  is  contemplated  here.  It  seems  to  be 
supposed  that  the  representation  was  a  kind  of  praise,  exaggeration, 
or  puffing,  and  therefore  not  criminal,  so  that  the  result  would 
follow  that  suppose  Elkington*s  spoons  had  got  half  an  ounce  of 
silver  in  them  and  the  prisoner's  articles  had  got  none,  he  would 
be  indictable ;  but  if  Elkington's  contained  one  ounce  of  silver  and 
the  defendant's  only  half  an  ounce  he  would  not,  because  it  would 
be  only  the  superior  quality  that  was  exaggerated.  So,  on  a  like  prin- 
ciple, it  should  be  held  where  the  article  had  three  quarters  of  an 
ounce  of  silver  he  would  not  be  indictable,  but  if  it  had  only  half  an 
ounce  he  would  be.  I  cannot  help  looking  at  the  statute,  and  I  find 
nothing  about  exaggeration  of  quality.  1  find  the  statute  express, 
^^  if  any  person  shall  by  any  false  pretence  obtain  from  any  other 
person  any  chattel  or  valuable  security,"  that  means,  to  my  mind, 
whether  he  obtains  it,  directly  or  not,  by  fraud.  In  my  opinion  the 
true  meaning  of  the  act  is  that  it  shall  extend  to  people  who  make 
these  bargains  by  fraud,  and  so  by  the  fmud  get  possession  of  the 
property  of  others,  and  therefore  I  think  the  conviction  ought  to 
be  affirmed. 

WiLLES,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  at  variance  with  those  which 
have  been  generally  expressed,  but  such  as  my  opinion  is  I  am 
bound  to  pronounce  it,  and  I  do  so  with  the  greater  confidence, 
because  it  was  the  settled  opinion  of  the  late  Chief  Justice  Jervis, 
than  whom  no  man  who  ever  lived  was  more  competent  to  form  a 
correct  opinion  upon  the  subject.  I  think  that  the  conviction  was 
right  and  that  it  ought  to  be  affirmed.  It  appears  to  me,  in  looking 
through  the  cases,  that  a  great  number  of  the  observations  that 
have  been  thrown  out  with  regard  to  the  construction  of  the 
statute  would  not  have  been  made  if  the  words  of  the  statute  had 
been  more  strictly  looked  at;  and  that  even  some  of  the  judg* 
ments  would  not  have  been  pronounced  if  those  who  pronounced 
them  had  not  permitted  themselves  to  consider  whether  it  would 
or  would  not  be  convenient  to  trade  to  adopt  one  interpretation  or 
another.  I  think  the  words  of  the  act  should  be  implicitly  followed, 
and  the  Legislature  should  be  obeyed  according  to  the  terms  in 
which  it  has  expressed  its  will  in  the  53rd  section  of  the  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29.  I  am  looking  to  the  words  of  that  section,  and  I 
am  unable  to  bring  myself  to  think  that  its  framers  were  dealing 
with  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  distinction  between  the  case  of 


etices 
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goods  fraddulently  obtained  bj  contract  and  goods  so  obtained       R>a. 
without  any  contract.     The  section  commences  with  the  recital,       bbyan 

"  That  whereas  a  failure  of  justice  frequently  arises  from  the        ' 

subtle  distinction  between  larceny  and  fraud;"  now  this  recital        1857. 
ought  not  on  a  proper  construction,  and  according  to  those  autho-  ^^^'^     J^^^ 
jrities  by  which  we  are  bound,  to  have  the  effect  of  restraining  the    l^piedg^ig 
operation  of  the  enacting  clause.    The  enacting  part  of  the  section   good»—Mu- 
i«,    **  if  any  person  shall  by  any  false  pretence  obtain  from  any  '^^J^^^'*"* 
other  person  any  chattel,  money,  or  valuable  security,  with  intent 
to  cheat  or  defraud  any  person  of  the  same,  every  such  offender 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."     And  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  only  proper  test  to  apply  to  any  case  is  this,  whether  it  was  a 
false  pretence  by  which  the  property  was  obtained,  and  whether  it 
was  ODtained  with  the  intention  to  cheat  and  defiraud  the  person 
from  whom  it  was  obtained.     Now  in  this  case  it  appears  that 
there  waa  a  false  pretence ;  there  was  a  pretence  that  the  goods 
had  as  much  silver  upon  them  as  Elkington's  A,  there  was  also 
the  pretence  that  the  foundations  were  of  the  best  material.     If  I 
could  brin^  myself  to  take  the  view  which  my  brother  Erie  has 
taken  of  the  statement  of  the  case,  that  these  were  matters  of 
opinion  and  not  matters  of  fact^  which  could  be  ascertained  by 
inspection  or  calculation,  possibly  I  might  arrive  at  the  same  con- 
clusion as  he  has  done ;  but  it  appears  to  me  on  the  face  of  the 
case  that  Elkington's  A  must  have  been  a  fixed  quantity,  and  that 
the  proper  material,  the  best  material  for  the  foundation  of  such 
plated  articles,   must  have   been   a  well  known  quality  in   the 
trade,  because  it  appears  that  the  prisoner  made  a  statement  with 
respect  to  the  quantity  of  silver  and  the  quality  of  the  foundation 
with  the  intent  to  defraud.     It  appears  that  the  person  who  made 
the  advance  was  thereby  defrauded — thereby  induced  to  make  the 
advance — the  jury  have  found  that  the  statements  were  known  by 
the  prisoner  to  be  untrue,  and  that  in  consequence  of  these  state- 
ments he  obtained  the  money  mentioned  in  the  indictment.     It 
appears  to  me  that,  for  all  practical  purposes,  that  ought  to  be 
taken  to  be  a  sufficient  fact  coming  within  the  region  of  assertion 
and  calculation  and  not  a  mere  speculative  opinion,  and  that  it 
should  be  considered  a  false  pretence.     If  the  misrepresentation 
was  a  simple  commendation  of  the  goods — if  it  was  a  mere  puffing 
of  the  articles  which  were  offered  in  pledge — if  it  was  entirely  a 
case  of  one  person  dealing  with  another  in  the  way  of  business, 
who  might  expect  to  pay  the  price  of  the  articles  which  were 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  pledge  or  sale,  I  apprehend  it  would 
have  been  easily  disposed  of  by  the  jury  who  had  to  pass  an 
opinion  upon  the  question,  acting  as  persons  of  common  sense  and 
knowledge  of  the  world.     It  would  be  a  question  for  them  in  such 
case  whether  the  matter  was  such  ordinary  puffing  that  a  per- 
son ought  not  to  be  taken  in  by  it,  or  whether  it  was  a  mis- 
representation of  a  specific  fact  material  to  the  contract,  intended 
to  defraud,  and  by  which  the  money  in  question  was  obtained. 
Well,  then,  there  is  the  hitter  part  of  the  section  "  with  intent  to 

Y  2 
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Baft.       cheat  and  defraud  any  person  of  the  same."    It  must  be  with  the 
^  *'  intention  to  cheat  or  defraud  the  person  of  the  same,  and  that 

'      intention  here  is  found  to  have  existed^  therefore  I  am  unable  to 

1857.  bring  my  mind  to  feel  any  anxiety  to  protect  persons  who  make 
false  pretences  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud.  The  effect  of 
^^P^MtoST*  estabhshing  such  a  rule  as  is  contended  for  would,  in  my  opinion^ 
goodi—Mif  be  rather  to  interfere  with  trade  and  to  prevent  its  being  carried 
TtpresenMvm  on  in  the  way  in  which  it  ought  to  be  carried  on.  I  am  fiir  from 
^SMo/tty.  seeking  to  interfere  with  the  rule  as  to  simple  commendation  or 
praise  of  the  articles  which  are  sold,  on  the  one  hand,  or  to  that 
which  is  called  chaffering  on  the  other ;  those  are  things  persons 
may  expect  to  meet  with  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  course  of 
trade.  But  as  to  the  fear  of  multiplying  prosecutions,  I  am  afraid 
that  we  live  in  an  age  in  which  fraud  is  multiplied  to  a  great 
extent  and  in  the  particular  form  which  this  case  assumes.  I 
agree  in  what  the  late  Chief  Justice  Jervis  stated  as  most  pecu- 
liarly applicable,  namely,  that  as  to  such  a  commerce  as  requires 
to  be  protected  by  this  statute  being  limited  in  the  mode  sug- 
gested, trade  ought  to  be  made  honest  and  conform  to  the  law, 
and  not  the  law  bend  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  fraudulent  com- 
merce to  ^o  on.  I  cannot  help  thinking  therefore,  upon  the  fair 
construction  of  the  53rd  section  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  the  pri- 
soner in  this  case  having  fraudulentlv  represented  that  there  was  a 
greater  amount  of  silver  in  the  articles  pledged  than  there  really 
was,  and  that  there  was  a  superior  foundation  of  metal  (that  being 
untrue  to  his  knowledge),  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  pro- 
secutors of  their  money,  which  he  accordingly  obtained,  he  was 
indictable,  and  that  the  conviction  should  be  affirmed. 

Watson,  fi. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  wrong.  I 
think  that  the  cases  which  have  been  decided  upon  this  subject 
have  gone  quite  far  enough,  and  I  believe  much  further  than  the 
framers  of  the  statute  ever  intended  it  should  go.  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Crowder  in  this  point,  that  this  case  does  not  &11  within 
any  of  those  decisions  that  have  been  referred  to,  and  which  are  to 
be  considered  authorities  to  a  certain  extent.  The  question  is  this, 
whether  this  representation  of  the  quality  of  the  article  which  is 
pawned — false  as  it  may  be — is  a  false  pretence  within  the  mean* 
mg  of  the  statute  ?  In  my  opinion  it  is  not.  All  that  is  repre- 
sented here  is,  that  the  articles  were  of  the  first  quality — equal  to 
Elkington's  A,  and  the  foundation  of  the  best  material,  and  that 
they  had  as  much  silver  as  Elkington's  A — all  equivalent  to  what 
is  called  puffing.  In  an  ordinary  case,  if  a  party  wishes  to  protect 
himself  he  is  bound  to  take  a  warranty,  and  if  deception  to  a  large 
extent  were  practised  upon  him,  so  that  the  statements  made 
amounted  to  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  an  action  would  lie 
in  that  respect;  but  to  push  the  matter  to  the  extent  at  present 
contended  for,  you  would  have  on  every  sale  where  any  exa&^gera- 
tion  had  taken  place  the  tradesman  brought  to  the  bar  of  a  criminal 
court  for  obtaining  money  on  false  pretences.    For  these  reasons  I 
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think  it  Is  not  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute,  and  that,  there-       ^*^- 
fore,  the  conTiction  was  wrong.  Bbtak. 

Channell^  B. —  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  cannot  be        

sustained.     But  for  the  doubt  expressed  bv  my  brother  Bramwell,        ^^^^' 
and  the  more  decided  opinion  expressed  oy  my  brother  Willes,  I  Pafiepnt^neei 
should  have  contented  myself  with  saying  that  I  concurred  in  the    —Pledging 
judgment  of  the  other  members  of  the  court;  but  I  think  it  right,   ^^^^ZJ^^' 
under  the  circumstances^  to  state  the  grounds  of  my  opinion.     A  '^"110%?" 
certain  number  of  spoons  were  produced  to  the  prosecutor.    Those 
were  represented  not  as  silver  spoons,  but  as  having  silver  upon 
them ;  there  was,  then,  the  further  representation  that  they  had 
as  much  silver  as  Elkington's,  and  further,  that  the  foundation 
was  of  the  best  material.      I  consider  the  spoons  were  of  the 
species  of   spoons  that  was  represented.      It  is  not  as  if  the 
purchaser  had  been  induced,  by  the  representation  made,  to  buy 
them  for  silver,  and   then  it  had  been  found  that  they  were 
Dot  so.     The  contract  is  made  in  certain  terms,  and  the  prose- 
cutor must  be  taken  to  know  that  some  portion  of  the  language 
naed,  was  mere  matter  of  opinion.      On  that  point  the  case  is 
distinguishable  from  /?.  v.  Roebuck.   There  the  article  sold  did  not, 
in  truth,  correspond  with  that  represented.      In  this  case  the 
^KX>DS  did  correspond  substantially  with  what  they  were  stated  to 
be,  and  they  were  spoons  of  some  value,  supposing  value  to  be 
an  element  to  be  taken  into  consideration.     The  other  case,  of  i2. 
V.  Abbotty  is  plainly  distinguishable  on  the  ground  taken  by  Mr. 
Kobinson.     On  the  whole,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  convic- 
tion cannot  be  supported.  Conviction  annulled. 

Metcalfe  and  G.  Francis  for  the  prosecution. 

Robinson  for  the  defendant 
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COURT  OF  CRIMIKAL  APPEAL, 

June  22,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crowder  and 
WiLLESy  JJ.^  and  Bramwell^  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Harriet  Gray,  (a) 

Attempt  to  murder — Causing  bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life — Exposure 
of  injanty  occasioning  temporary  cofigestion  of  the  lungs  and  heart. 

To  sustain  a  conviction  under  7  WUl,  4  4^  1  Vict.  c.  85,  *.  2,  for 
causing  a  bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life^  with  intent  to  murder^  it  is 
not  enough  to  prove  a  merely  temporary  Junctional  derangement^  such 
as  congestion  of  the  lungs  and  heart  arising  from  exposure  to  cold. 

Where  therefore  a  woman  left  her  infant  child  exposed  in  an  open  field 
on  a  cold  wet  day^  and  it  was  found  there  after  some  hours  nearly 
dead  from  congestion  of  the  lungs  and  hearty  which  would  shortly  have 
proved  fatal  if  relief  had  not  beeii  given,  but  by  care  it  was  restored  in 
a  few  hours,  so  that  no  bodily  injury  remained : 

Heldy  that  the  mother  could  not  be  convicted  under  the  statute  of  causing 
bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Erie,  J.: — 
The  indictment  was  for  causing  a  bodily  injury,  dangerous 
to  life,  to  wit,  a  congestion  of  the  lungs,  and  a  congestion  of  the 
heart,  with  intent  to  murder.  The  verdict  was  guilty.  The  facts 
were  these : — The  prisoner  left  her  infant  child  on  a  cold  wet  day 
lying  in  an  open  field  intending  that  it  should  die,  and  it  was  found 
there  after  some  hours  nearly  dead  from  the  effect  of  such  exposure ; 
there  being  congestion  of  the  lungs  and  the  heart  caused  thereby, 
which  would  have  been  in  a  short  time  fatal,  if  relief  had  not  been 
given  at  the  time.  When  the  prisoner  left  the  child  lying  in  the  field 
she  had  not  caused  any  bodily  injury  to  it,  and  in  a  few  hours  after 
the  child  had  been  found  it  was  restored  by  care,  and  there  then 
remained  no  bodily  ii^ury  either  to  the  lungs  or  heart  or  otherwise, 
consequential  from  the  exposure  through  congestion  or  otherwise. 
Judgment  was  respited  ;  the  prisoner  remaining  in  custody 
till  the  opinion  of  this  court  could  be  taken  on  the  question  whether, 
on  these  facts,  the  conviction  for  causing  a  bodily  injury  dangerous 
to  life  was  right. 

(a)     Reported  bj  A.  B1TTLB8TON,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Ueq. 

V, 


Saturday^  May  2.  Gkay. 

No  counsel  was  instructed  for  the  prisoner.  1857. 

Coudi^  for   the   prosecution. — This  conviction  is  right.      The        

learned  judge  at  the  trial  seemed  to  think  that  under  the  section  infant— BodUu 
in  question  (7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  2),  the  bodily  injury,  injtiry. 
dangerous  to  life,  must  be  of  a  like  nature  with  the  injuries  pre- 
Tiously  mentioned  in  the  same  section,  that  is,  stabbing,  cutting  or 
wounding;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  words,  upon  which  this 
indictment  is  framed,  constitute  a  distinct  provision,  and  create  a 
diiFerent  offence.  The  object  of  the  Legislature  has  been,  by 
various  successive  enactments,  to  include,  as  far  as  possible,  every 
kind  of  attempt  to  murder ;  and  in  order  to  accomplish  that  object, 
the  general  words  at  the  end  of  the  section  ''  or  by  any  means 
cause  bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life,"  were  inserted. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  question  here  is,  whether  there  was  really 
any  bodily  injury. 

Couch. — Congestion  of  the  lungs  and  heart  which  would  shortly 
have  caused  death. 

Coleridge,  J. — Suppose  a  child  put  into  an  exhausted 
receiver,  where  life  could  not  last  many  seconds,  but  taken  out  in 
time  and  without  sustaining  any  bodily  injury ;  would  that  be  a 
case  within  the  statute  ? 

Couch. — ^There  must  be  injury  at  some  time,  but  it  need  not  be 
permanent.  If  a  child  were  shut  up  in  a  room  filled  with  the 
fumes  of  charcoal,  and  sustained  bodily  injury  of  any  kind,  whilst 
it  was  left  there,  it  would  be  no  answer  to  say  that  it  was  after- 
wards completely  restored. 

CoCKBUBN,  C.  J. — But  must  there  not  be  lesion  of  some 
organic  structure  to  satisfy  the  statute  ?  AU  the  previous  oflences 
created  by  the  same  section,  are  cases  of  injury  to  the  bodily 
structure.  The  consequence  of  the  exposure  in  the  present  case 
appears  to  have  been  only  temporary  functional  derangement,  and 
that  of  very  short  duration. 

Crowdeb,  J. — Poisoning  is  one  of  the  cases  to  which  this 
section  relates. 

Couch. — The  offences  of  stabbing,  cutting  and  wounding,  pro- 
vided for  by  this  section,  are  different  from  that  of  causing  bodily 
injury  dangerous  to  life,  in  this,  that  the  wounds  need  not  be 
dangerous  to  life  at  the  time  when  inflicted.(6) 

Coleridge,  J. — I  think  that  the  object  of  the  Legislature 
in  inserting  the  words  **  or  by  any  means  cause  bodily 
injury  dangerous  to  life,"  was  to  meet  cases  of  serious  bodily 
injunr  inflicted  without  the  use  of  instruments,  as  by  biting  or 
striking  with  the  fist,  which  had  been  held  not  to  be  included 
under  former  acts. 

Couch. — Therefore  the  most  general  words  are  used  '*  by  any 


means." 


(6)  R,  V.  Hmtj  1  Moo.  G.  C.  93. 


1857. 
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Rko.  Cockburn,   C.   J. — Must  not  the  means  be   used  for    the 

Gray.       purpose  of  producing  the  particular  bodily  injury  sustained?     If 

the  attempt  be  simply  to  kill,  but  not  to  produce  any  particular 

bodily  injury,  would  that  be  within  the  section  ? 

Exposure  of       Bramwell,  B. — Suppose  the  prisoner   had  placed  the  child 

ii^asu^BodVy  somewhere,  and  then  directed  upon  it  a  blast  of  cold  air  or  a  stream 

»"J"»y-       of  water  with  intent  to  kill,  would  that  have  been  within  the 

statute  ?    Andy  if  so,  is  there  any  difference  between  that  and 

exposing  it  to  the  weather  ? 

Couch. — The  cases  are  identical;  for  the  prisoner  must  be 
assumed  to  have  intended  to  kill  the  child  by  the  means  by  which 
cold  and  wet  would  kill  it  This  is  a  case  of  internal  injury; 
and  it  has  been  held  that  an  internal  wounding  is  within  the 
8ection.(c)  Cur.  adv.  tndL 

JUDGMENT. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court  This 
case  was  argued  before  my  brothers  Coleridge,  Crowder,  Willes, 
Bramwell,  and  myself,  on  a  point  reserved  by  my  brother  Erle^  as 
to  whether  the  prisoner  who  nad  exposed  her  child,  whereby  tmpo- 
rary  congestion  of  the  lungs  had  taken  place  in  the  child,  was  liable 
to  be  indicted  and  convicted  under  the  7  WilL  4  &  1  Yict  c.  85, 
8.  2.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  in  this  case  cannot  be 
sustained.  We  think  that,  looking  to  the  words  of  the  act  of 
Parliament  and  the  other  offences  provided  for  by  the  2nd  section 
of  the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict  c  85,  the  condition  of  the  child's 
organs  not  having  been  attended  with  any  lesion,  there  was  no 
bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  conviction  therefore  must  be  quashed,  and  the  prisoner 
discharged.  Convictidn  quashed. 

(c)  See  R.  ▼.  SmWi,  S  Gar.  &  P.  173;  R.  v.  Warmmiy  1  Den.  0.  C.  1S3. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

June  22,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Crompton,  and 

WiLLESy  JJ.^  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Autet.  (a) 

Forget^ — Warrant  or  order  for  payment  of  money — Shareholder's 
indorsement  on  railway  dividend  warrant 

The  dividend  warrants  of  a  railway  company^  signed  by  the  secretary 
and  addressed  to  a  banher,  required  the  latter  to  pay  tJie  amount  to 
the  shareholder  or  order^  and  to  charge  the  same  to  the  compan^s 
revenue  account  That  document  required  the  shareholder's  indorse- 
ment^ without  which  the  banker  would  not  pay  the  money  even  to  the 
sharehoUler  himself: 

HMy  that  a  clerk  of  the  company  who  had  forged  the  shareholder's 
indorsement^  was  properly  convicted  of  forging  a  warrant  or  order 
for  the  payment  of  numey. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  by  Crompton,  J. 
The  prisoner,  Edward  Autey,  was  tried  ana  convicted  before 
me  at  the  last  Assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  upon  an  indictment 
charging  him,  in  one  count,  with  uttering  a  warrant  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money^  and  in  another  count  with  uttering  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money. 

The  prisoner  was  in  the  employment  of  the  Leeds,  Bradford, 
and  Halifax  Junction  Railway  Company,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
him  and  a  fellow  clerk  to  fill  up  the  dividend  warrants  payable  to 
the  proprietors,  and  to  place  the  stamps  on  them  and  the  initials  of 
the  company  on  the  stamp,  and  then  to  take  them  to  the  secretary 
of  the  company  to  sign,  and  afterwards  to  post  them. 

The  instrument  in  question  was  regularly  and  in  the  course  of 
their  duty  made  out  by  the  prisoner  and  his  fellow  clerk,  and  was 
properly  stamped  and  initialed  by  them,  and  was  afterwards  duly 
signed  Dy  the  secretary. 

The  indorsement  of  Thomas  Thompson  Cunliffe  Lister,  the 
proprietor  in  whose  favour  the  document  was  drawn,  was  forged 
after  the  document  had  been  signed  by  the  secretary,  and  the 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Bittleston,  Esq.,  BHrxister-at-Law. 
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Bbo. 

V. 
AUTBT. 


1857. 


OrJerfor 
payment  of 

money — 
IndoreemenL 


\ 

On  donaad. 

} 

L,  B. 

On«  penny. 

prisoner    uttered    the   document   with  the   forged    indorsement 
knowing  it  to  be  forged. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  instrument  and  indorsement : — 

Leeds  Bbadford  and  Halifax  Junction  Railwat 

Co  MP  ANT. 

OflSces,  Great  Northern  Station,  Bradford, 
No.  338.  9th  June,  1856. 

£13  Us.  Id. 

The  Leeds  Banking  Company,  Leeds. 

Pay  to  Thomas  Thompson  Cunliffe  Lister,  or 
order,  thirteen  pounds  eleven  shillings  and  seven - 
pence,  which  charge  to  the  Company's  revenue 
account.  Martin  Cawood, 

Secretary. 

The  shareholder's  name  must  be  indorsed  at  the  back  of  the 
check. 

Indor$emenU 

T.  T.  Cunliffe  Lister. 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  bankers  would  not  have  paid 
the  money  mentioned  in  the  order,  even  to  the  proprietor  himself, 
without  his  indorsement. 

I  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  prisoner  was  properly 
convicted  of  uttering  either  a  warrant  for  tne  payment  of  money 
or  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money. 

The  learned  judge  referred  to  i2.  v.  Arscott:  (6  Car.  &  P.  408  ; 
2  Bruss.  CrinL  514.) 

Saturdai/y  April  25th. 

Pricey  for  the  prisoner. — The  evidence  does  not  support  the 
indictment.  There  is  no  evidence  of  forgery  or  uttering  any 
warrant  or  order  for  the  payment  of  money.  Where  the  charge  is 
of  forging  some  particular  instrument,  it  must  be  shown  that  either 
the  whole  or  some  material  part  of  the  instrument  has  been  forged, 
otherwise  the  charge  should  be  confined  to^he  part  which  was  in 
fact  forged.  In  this  case  it  was  essential  to  prove  that  some  part 
of  the  instrument  was  forged,  which  was  necessary  to  its  character 
as  a  warrant  or  order  for  the  pavment  of  money,  and  in  that  respect 
the  proof  failed ;  because  the  indorsement  was  not  material  to  its 
character  as  an  order  or  warrant  to  pay  money.  All  that  is 
essential  to  an  order  to  pay  is  that  it  should  purport  to  be  made  by 
one  having  authority  to  order  the  payment  and  upon  one  com- 
pellable to  pay :  (iJ.  v.  Vivian^  1  Den.  C.  C.  35) 

Coleridge,  J. — Suppose  the  instrument  had  been  **Pay  to 
T.  C.  Lister's  Order,"  and  then  his  indorsement  had  been  forged. 
Would  not  that  have  been  forgery  of  an  order  lo  pay  ?  It  is  not 
an  order  for  payment  of  money  till  T.  C.  Lister  indorsed  it. 
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Price. — But,  according  to  the  form  of  order  as  set  out  in  the 
case,  it  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  indorse  unless  he  wished 
some  one  else  to  get  the  money. 

CoLERrDGEy  «f. — ^But  was  not  his  indorsement,  at  all  events, 
an  order  to  pay  ? 

Price. — The  instrument  was  a  complete  order  to  pay  without  it ; 
and  the  addition  of  the  indorsement  did  not  at  all  alter  the  nature 
of  the  instmment,  any  more  than  crossing  a  cheque  alters  the 
nature  of  it  In  fact,  the  indorsement  was  no  more  than  a  receipt 
which  the  shareholder  was  required  to  give  to  the  banker. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Was  not  the  instrument  an  order  to  pay 
subject  to  a  condition  ? 

UROMPTON9  J. — But  for  the  condition  as  to  indorsement^  it 
would  be  a  bill  of  exchange. 

Price. — If  a  bill  of  exchange,  it  should  have  been  so  described  in 
the  indictment. 

Crompton,  J. — ^If  the  indorsement  is  part  of  the  instrument3  it 
is  not  a  bill  of  exchange,  nor  %as  it  a  complete  authority  to  pay 
until  indorsed. 

Price. — Then  it  should  have  been  alleged  that  the  indorsement 
was  necessary  to  its  validity  as  an  order.  But,  in  truth,  that  is 
not  the  case ;  for  upon  the  face  of  the  document  itself  it  was  an 
CH^er  when  it  left  the  railway  ofEce,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute. 

Coleridge,  J.— Could  the  banker  have  paid  without  the 
indorsement  ? 

Price. — He  would,  probably,  have  been  compellable  to  do  so. 

Crompton,  J. — May  not  parties  impose  a  condition  upon  an 
order  or  promise  to  pay,  which  will  prevent  it  from  being  a  bill  of 
exchange  or  promissory  note,  but  not  prevent  it  from  being  an 
order  or  promise  to  pay  ? 

Price. — Yes;  such  conditions  are  frequently  imposed  for  the 
security  of  the  bankers  who  are  to  pay ;  but  compliance  with  the 
condition  is  not  essential  to  give  validity  to  the  order.  R.  v. 
Arscott  (6  Car.  &  P.  408),  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that 
the  forgery  of  an  indorsement  upon  an  order  for  the  payment  of 
money  is  no  offence  witliin  the  3rd  section  of  11  Geo.  4  &  1 
Will.  4,  c.  66. 

Coleridge^  J. — There  the  forgery  charged  was  of  an  indorse- 
ment upon  an  order. 

Crompton,  J. — And  the  statute  has  not  provided  for  that  case* 
The  section  expressly  provides  against  the  forgery  of  any  bill  of 
exchange  or  of  any  indorsement  of  any  bill  of  exchange;  it 
also  provides  against  the  forgery  of  any  order  for  the  payment 
of  money,  but  not  of  any  indorsement  upon  such  an  order. 
The  judges  in  R.  v.  Arscott  seem  to  have  relied  upon  that  distinc- 
tion, and  to  have  thought  that  an  indorsement  upon  an  order  could 
not  be  treated  as  an  order  under  that  section ;  otherwise  one  might 
have  thought  that  an  indorsement  upon  such  an  order  is  itself 
an  order. 


BEa, 

V, 
AUTBT. 


1857. 


Order /or 
payment  of 

moneif —    ' 
Indortemeni, 


332 


CRIMINAL   LAW    CASES. 


Rbo. 

V. 
AUTBT. 


1857. 


Order  for 
payment  of 

money — 
Indorsement, 


Coleridge,  J. — It  is  not  decided  there  that  the  forgery  of  an 
indorsement  may  not,  under  some  circumstances,  be  the  forgery  of 
an  order  for  payment  of  money. 

Martin,  B. — In  Arscatfs  case  it  was  a  receipt  indorsed  on  a 
bill  of  exchange. 

Coleridge,  J. — And  Littledule,  J.,  disposed  of  the  count  for 
foi^ng  a  receipt  upon  the  merits. 

JPrice, — If  it  is  an  indorsement  upon  an  order,  the  statute  does 
not  apply ;  and  that  is  the  present  case.  No  indorsement  was 
required  to  make  it  an  order,  nor  did  the  indorsement  alter  its 
character.  The  memorandum  as  to  indorsement  was  an  intimation 
only  as  to  the  mode  of  payment.  It  was  tantamount  to  saying 
^*  make  the  shareholder  give  you  a  receipt."  It  was  collateral  to 
the  general  purpose  of  the  instrument,  and  might  have  been  given 
in  a  separate  note.  The  case  of  22.  v.  IWdge  (1  Den.  C.  C.  404; 
3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  552),  is  very  much  in  point,  because  there  *^  a 
tasting  order"  for  wine  from  a  wine  merchant,  which  requires 
the  signature  of  a  clerk  of  the  D#ck  Companv  before  the  person 
bringing  it  is  allowed  to  taste,  was  held  to  be  an  order  for  the 
delivery  of  goods. 

J.  B.  Maule^  for  the  prosecution. — The  principles  laid  down  in 
the  argument  for  the  prisoner  are  correct ;  but  they  are  inapplicable 
to  the  present  case.  The  indorsement  in  this  case  is  as  material  as 
any  other  part  of  the  order.  Without  it,  indeed,  the  instrument 
had  no  value.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  crossed  cheque,  where 
the  instrument  is  perfectly  valid  and  effectual  without  the  crossing ; 
or  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  which  is  a  perfect  instrument 
without  the  indorsement.  For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money 
upon  it,  this  order  was  not  available  or  complete  until  indorsed ; 
and  the  forgery  of  a  material  part  of  any  instrument  may  be 
described  in  an  indictment  as  the  forgery  of  the  whole.  In  Meg,,  v« 
Atkinson  (2  Moo.  C.  C.  215  ;  Car.  &  M.  325),  where  it  was  shown 
to  be  the  custom  of  bankers  to  give  receipts  on  the  deposit  of 
money  in  the  following  form : — **  Received  of  A.  B.  85t  to  his 
credit  This  receipt  not  transferable ;  "  and  to  repay  the  same 
with  iatereet  on  the  retam  of  the  receipt  with  a  name  written  on 
it,  it  was  held  that  the  forging  the  name  of  A.  B.,  and  receiving 
the  money  due  on  its  return,  was  a  forging  and  uttering  of  an 
acquittance  for  the  857.  and  interest.  According  to  the  case  of 
i2.  V.  Vwian^  there  cannot  be  an  order  for  payment  of  money 
unless  there  be  a  person  compellable  to  pay ;  and  here  no  person 
was  compellable  to  pay  until  the  signature  of  the  payee  was 
indorsed  upon  the  paper.  There  was,  therefore,  no  order  for  pay- 
ment of  money  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  until  the  indorse- 
ment was  made.  In  i2.  v.  Arscotty  the  ground  of  the  decision  was 
that  orders  are  not  instruments  which  pass  by  indorsement,  and 
that  for  that  reason  the  statute  had  mentioned  indorsements  upon 
bills  of  exchange,  but  had  not  mentioned  indorsements  on  orders 
for  payment  of  money.  But  in  this  case  the  order  was  one  which 
was  not  negotiable  without  indorsement. 
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Crompton,  J. — Yes;  this  order  would  be  an  instrument 
n^otiable  by  indorsement  within  the  meaning  of  Littledale,  J., 
in  that  case. 

Mcmle. — The  fault  there  was  in  describing  the  instrument 
forged  as  an  indorsement  upon  an  order;  and  so  charging  an 
offence  not  known  to  the  law.  Here  the  instrument  is  properly 
described  in  the  words  of  the  statute ;  and  the  evidence  proves  a 
foi^ery  of  a  material  part.  Even  the  attaching  of  a  seal  to  an 
instrument  has  been  held  to  constitute  forgery  of  a  deed. 

Jhrice^  in  reply. — If  this  was  an  instrument  negotiable  by  indorse- 
ment, it  should  have  been  so  described  in  the  indictment ;  or  the 
instrument  itself  should  have  been  set  out,  and  then  brought 
within  the  statute  by  express  averments. 

Coleridge,  J. — But  what  was  the  character  of  the  whole 
instrument  when  it  was  uttered  by  the  prisoner?  Was  it  more 
than  an  order  for  payment  of  money  ? 

Price. — Yes ;  it  was  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  with  a 
forged  indorsement  or  representation  thereon,  that  the  prisoner 
was  the  person  entitled  to  payment. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — You  say  that  the  banker  would  have  been 
compellable  to  pay  without  any  indorsement ;  but  compellable  by 
whom? 

Price, — By  the  drawer. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Then  he  is  answered  by  his  own  direction 
not  to  pay  it  without  indorsement. 

Price. — If  a  condition  is  attached,  the  character  of  the  instru- 
ment is  altered. 

Crompton,  J. — It  may  perhaps  be  put,  that  the  indorsement  is 
a  mere  compliance  with  a  condition  rather  than  an  order  by  the 
shareholder  upon  the  banker,  whom  he  would  have  no  right  to 
order  except  in  pursuance  of  the  instrument. 

Price. — Suppose  that  all  the  rest  of  the  document  was  forged, 
and  only  the  signature  on  the  back  genuine,  it  would  still  be  a 
forged  order  for  the  payment  of  money. 

Crompton,  J. — ^x  es ;  but  if  two  signatures  are  necessary  to  a 
perfect  order,  the  forgery  of  either  may  be  charged  as  the  forgery 
of  the  whole  document. 

./Vw?«.— That  is  so ;  but  it  is  not  applicable  to  this  case.  The 
requiring  an  indorsement  is  a  matter  of  convenient  regulation  for 
a  large  body  of  shareholders ;  but  the  indorsement  itself  is  quite 
a  collateral  thing,  without  which  there  is  a  perfect  order  by  the 
company  upon  the  banker  to  pay  the  shareholder. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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JUDGMENT. 


Crompton,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — There 
i^pears  to  have  been  no  authority  to  pay  the  money  mentioned  in 
the  document  in  this  case  without  the  indorsement  of  the  proprietor, 
and  that  indorsement  may  be  considered  as  necessary  to  make  the 
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lUo.        instrument  in  question  a  perfect  order  or  warrant  authorizing  or 
••  requiring  the  payment.     Whether  the  document  be  regarded  as 

*       the  warrant    or   order  of   the  company  upon  their  bankers,   or 

1857.        whether  it  be  regarded  as  the  warrant  or  order  of  the  proprietor  to 
(Zll'f       ^^  bankers  to  pay  out  of  the  company's  funds  (made  subject 
fajfrnaAof    ^^  ^'^  Order  to  the  amount  specified  m  the  instrument),  it  still  is 
oiofM^—      imperfect   without   the  proprietor's  indorsement,    and   contained 
indonmenL   neither  an  authority  or  request  to  pay  without  such  indorsement. 
We  think^  therefore,  that  the  forging  of  the  signature   of  the 
proprietor  amounted  to  a  forgery  of  the  entire  document,  and  that 
such  document  was  properly  described  as  a  warrant  or  order  for 
the  payment  of  money,  and  that  this  conviction  should  be  con- 
firmed. Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
June  23,  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Coleridge,  Williams,  Crompton, 

and  WiLLEB,  J  J.,  and  Martin,  B.) 

Reo.  o.  George  Crter.  (a) 

Venue — Jurisdiction — Felonious  receipt — Transmission  of  stolen  note  by 

post — Stat  7  4r  8  Geo.  4,  e.  29,  s,  SQ. 

The  half  of  a  country  bank  note  having  been  stolen  at  some  period 
during  its  transit  from  S,  in  Wilts,  to  Bristol,  was  afterwards  enclosed 
by  the  prisoner  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  bankers  at  S.  demanding 
paymenty  which  letter  was  posted  at  Bath.  There  was  no  other 
evidence  of  any  receipt  or  possession  by  the  prisoner  in  Wilts. 

Ilddy  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly  tried  in  WiltSy  as  the  possession  either 
of  the  post  office  servants  or  the  bankers  was  his  possession  ;  and  the 
case  was  therefore  brought  within  stat.  7  4^  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  56. 

^pHE  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  for  the  consideration 
J-  and  decision  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  by  Williams,  J. 
George  Cryer  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  last  Assizes 
at  Salisbury,  for  receiving  the  half  of  a  5L  note,  knowing  it  to  have 
been  stolen.  The  question  I  have  reserved  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is,  whether  there  was  any  juris- 
diction to  try  him  in  the  county  of  Wilts.  The  facts  were  that 
the  note  in  question  had  been  issued  by  the  country  bank  at 
Swindon  in  Wiltshire.     The  one  half  of  the  note  had  been  sent  by 

E)6t  from  Swindon,  by  a  tradesman  there  to  his  correspondents  in 
ristol,  and  duly  received  by  them.  The  other  half  was  put  by 
him  into  a  letter  which  was  posted  at  Swindon,  but  it  was  stolen 
in  its  transit  by  some  person  and  in  some  way  unknown. 

There  was  sufficient  proof  that  the  prisoner  had  received  the 
stolen  half  of  the  note  with  a  guilty  knowledge,  and  that  he  had 
enclosed  it  in  a  letter  to  the  bank  at  Swindon,  requesting  payment 
of  it,  which  he  had  put  into  the  post  office  at  Bath,  and  which 
arrived  with  its  contents  in  due  course  at  Swindon ;  but  there  was 
no  evidence  that  the  stolen  half  of  the  note  was  received  by  the 
prisoner  in  Wiltshire,  or  was  ever  in  his  possession  in  that  county, 
unless,  as  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  the  bankers 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Bittlestok,  Esq.,  Bnrristcr-at-Law. 
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^^'        at  Swindon,  to  whom  the  stolen  half  note  had  been  remitted^  or 
Gbtsr.       ^^^  P^^^  ofBce  servants  in  the  county  can  be  regarded  as  his  agents 

for  transmitting  the  stolen  property,  and  their  possession  in  the 

^^'       county  of  Wilts  can  be  treated  as  his  possession. 
Venue— Pos-       ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  argued  by  counsel,  but  was  considered  by  the 
gestionm county  judges  abovo  named. 

bjf  agent 

JUDGMENT. 

CocKBTJRN,  C.J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — 
We  think  that  the  conviction  was  right  Even  at  common  law 
the  venue  would,  perhaps,  be  proper,  treating  the  receiver  as  an 
accessory  after  the  fact,  and  supposing  him  to  have  dealt  with  the 
stolen  note  personally  or  by  his  agent  in  Wiltshire,  by  handing  it 
to  the  bankers  in  that  county  to  get  it  changed.  But  the  statute 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  56,  expressly  enacts  that  a  receiver  of  stolen 
goods  may  be  tried  in  any  county  in  which  he  shall  have  had  the 
stolen  property  in  his  possession.  The  question  then  appears  to  be 
simply  whether  the  possession  of  the  post  office  servants  or  that  of 
the  bankers  who  received  it  in  Wiltshire,  by  means  of  the  prisoner 
and  for  his  purposes,  can  be  regarded  as  his  possession.  And  we 
think  that  it  can.  It  is  plain  that  if  he  had  employed  a  private 
agent  to  give  it  to  the  bankers  in  order  to  get  it  cashed,  the  pos- 
session, in  point  of  law,  would  all  along  have  remained  in  the 
prisoner.  And  why  should  it  the  less  because  it  is  transmitted 
through  a  public  agent  by  means  and  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner. 
In  accordance  with  this  view  is  that  taken  in  B*  v.  Jones:  (19  Li.  J. 
162,  M.  C;  S.  C.  1  Den.  C.  C.  551 ;  4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  198.) 

Conviction  affirmed. 


CUmiNAL  LAW  CA8ES.  3«37 


COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
January  24,  1857. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.  J.9  Perrin  and   Jackson,    JJ.» 

Richards  and   Greene,  BB.) 

Req.  v.  O'Donnell.  (a) 

Takmg  reward  far  restoring  stolen  property — 7  ir  8  Creo.  4,  c.  29,  *.  55 
{EngUsh)'^^  Geo.  4,  c.  55^  ».5\  (Irisk) — Examining  acquitted  prisoner 
for  the  Crown — Animus  furandi  to  constitute  larceny. 

Where  a  witness  has  been  rightly,  by  direction  of  the  courts  cu^quitted^  he 
may  be  examined  for  the  prosecution, 

V  property  be  taken  with  the  intention  of  holding  it  until  the  rightful 
owner  should  pay  a  certain  sum,  and  compelling  suchpaymentj  this  is 
sufficient  to  complete  the  offence  of  larceny. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  the  above  acts^  that  the 
money  paid  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  return  of  stolen  property 
should  be  paid  before  the  property  was  actually  restored^  provided  it 
was  paid  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agreement  on  the  subject 

THE  following  case  .waa  stated  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Common  Pleas : — 

Charles  O'Donnell  and  Abraham  Sweeny  were  tried  before  me 
at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  of  Donegal,  for  corruptly  and 
feloniously  taking  and  receiving  from  Francis  Peebles  the  sum  of 
6/.,  on  account  of  helping  the  said  Francis  Peebles  to  a  certain 
mare  which  had  before  then  been  feloniously  stolen  from  the  said 
Francis  Peebles,  without  having  caused  the  person  who  stole 
the  same  to  be  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial. 

The  first  witness  was  William  Peebles,  the  son  of  Francis 
Peebles,  who  deposed  that  his  father  and  the  prisoner  O'Donnell 
both  resided  in  this  county ;  that  on  the  28th  April  last  he  went 
to  O^Donnell  to  assist  him  in  drawing  out  manure,  and  brought  with 
him  his  father's  mare  and  cart ;  that  on  the  evening  of  that  day,  at 
the  instance  of  O'Donnell,  he  went  into  O'Donnell's  to  take  his 

(a)  Reported  by  P.  J.  M*Krvva,  Evq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
VOL.   VII.  Z 
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supper  and  turned  the  mare  out  on  the  pasture  at  O'Donnell's ; 
that  when  he  had  eaten  his  supper  he  went  out  for  the  mare,  but 
she  was  nowhere  to  be  found ;  that  he  searched  everywhere  for 
her  that  night  and  the  next  day  and  could  not  find  her.  In  the 
course  of  the  next  day  the  prisoner  O'Donnell  said  to  witness,  that 
if  witness's  father  would  get  Mr.  Sproule,  the  a^ent,  to  pay  to 
him,  O'Donnell,  8/.  or  9/.,  that  three  or  four  of  the  neignbourB 
would  go  out  and  find  the  mare,  and  that  unless  the  matter  waB 
settled  the  mare  would  be  removed  a  day  or  a  day  and  a*half 'b 

i'oumey.  O'Donnell  proposed  Sweeny  as  his  arbitrator  to  decide 
low  much  witness's  father  should  pay.  O'Donnell  said  he  would 
not  take  less  than  12L ;  witness  said  he  would  agree  to  give  the 
12^,  as  he  could  not  get  her  otherwise.  On  the  30th  April  witness 
got  the  collar  and  harness  at  O'Donnell'sy  and  same  day  the  mare 
came  back  of  her  own  accord  and  stopped  at  the  stable  door. 

On  his  cross-examination  he  stated  that  his  father  did  not  owe 
any  money  to  O'Donnell ;  that  his  father  had  bought  a  fiurm  from 
O'Donnell  for  682.,  which  he  paid  him,  50/.  to  himself,  and  about 
18/.,  the  arrears  of  rent  due  to  the  landlord,  to  Mr.  Sproule,  the 
agent. 

The  next  witness  was  Francis  Peebles,  who  stated  that  he 
bought  a  farm  from  O'Donnell  for  6SL ;  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement  he  paid  part  of  the  68/.  to  Mr.  Sproule  the  a^ent,  being 
the  amount  of  rent  due  by  O'Donnell,  and  the  residue  to  O'Donnell ; 
that  on  the  28  th  Apnl  he  sent  his  son,  the  last  witness,  to 
O'Donnell's  to  draw  manure  for  him ;  that  his  son  returned  late  at 
night  without  the  mare ;  witness  and  his  son  spent  the  next  day 
in  looking  for  her,  O'Donnell  proposed  to  witness  that  if  Mr.  Sproule 
would  return  to  him  (O'Donnell)  SL  or  9L  of  the  money  paid  to 
him,  that  he  (O'Donnell)  and  three  or  four  of  the  neighbours  would 
search  for  and  find  the  mare;  at  length  witness  proposed  to 
O'Donnell  to  pay  him  5L  or  6/.  if  he  womd  set  the  mare  for  him ; 
this  O'Donnell  at  first  declined,  preferring  that  the  amount  to  be 
paid  should  be  settled  by  arbitration ;  at  length  O'Donnell  pro- 
posed to  take  l2Ly  which  witness  refused  to  give,  but  witness  gave 
Sweeny  6L  to  sive  to  O'Donnell,  desiring  him  to  be  very  careful 
not  to  part  with  the  money  till  he  saw  the  mare  coming  home.  On 
cro8&-examination  he  stated  that  he  did  not  owe  O'Donnell  any 
money  at  the  time. 

The  next  witness  was  Thomas  Wilson,  who  stated  that  he  knew 
O'Donnell  and  Sweeny ;  saw  them  one  evening  in  his  house,  and 
that  they  wanted  him  to  arbittate  between  them. 

There  being  no  other  witnes^ses  for  the  prosecution,  I,  at  this 
stage  of  the  case,  directed  Sweeny  to  be  acquitted,  which  was 
accordingly  done,  and  1  permitted  him  then  to  be  examined  as  a 
witness  against  O'Donnell.     He  stated  as  follows : — 

I  got  the  6/.  from  Peebles  and  eave  it  to  O'Donnell  in  regard  of 
the  farm  sold  by  him  to  Peebles ;  I  told  him  I  had  the  6L  to  give 
him,  but  that  1  could  not  part  with  it  till  the  mare  was  returned; 
I  took  care  to  see  that  the  mare  was  sent  home  before  I  paid  him 
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the  61;  the  mare  was  in  fact  at  home  before  I  parted  with  the 
money. 

Dowse,  for  the  prisoner  O'Donnell,  objected  to  my  directing 
Sweeny  to  be  acquitted,  or  receiving  his  evidence  against  O'Don- 
nell ;  he  also  insisted  that,  as  the  mare  was  in  fact  returned  before 
the  payment  of  the  money  to  O'Donnell,  it  was  not  a  case  within 
the  act ;  and  also  that  if  the  taking  of  the  mare  was  not  for  the 
purpose  of  converting  her  to  the  use  of  O'Donnell,  or  the  person 
who  took  her,  but  merely  by  taking  her  to  force  Peebles  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  for  her  return,  that  did  not  amount  to  a  felonious 
taking  withm  the  statute.  I  ruled  differently,  and  charged  the 
jury  that  if  O'Donnell  had  got  some  person  to  take  away  the 
mare  with  the  intention  of  obli^ng  Peebles  to  pay  him  a  sum  of 
money  for  the  return  of  the  mare,  which,  in  fact,  he  knew  he  had 
no  claim  for,  that  same  was  a  felonious  stealing  of  the  mare; 
and  that  if  the  mare  having  been  so  stolen,  O'Donnell  had  her 
returned,  knowing  that  when  she  should  be  so  returned  he  would 
be  paid  the  sum  of  6/.,  and  that  sum  was  in  fact  afterwards  paid 
really  and  bcnafdefov  having  the  mare  returned,  though  nominally 
as  on  account  of  the  dealings  in  respect  of  the  farm,  that  same  was 
a  case  within  the  act.  The  jury  were  of  opinion  that  O'Donnell 
had  got  some  person  to  take  away  the  mare  in  order  to  extort  from 
Peebles  money  which  he  knew  he  had  no  claim  to,  for  a  return  of 
the  mare,  and  that  O'Donnell  had  the  mare  returned,  knowing  that 
the  money  had  been  deposited  with  and  would  be  paid  to  him  by 
Sweeny ;  and  it  was  in  buot  paid  for  the  return  of  the  mare,  though 
nominally  in  relation  to  the  farm,  and   accordingly  found   the 

!>ri8oner  O'Donnell  guilty.  At  the  instance  of  Mr.  Dowse,  counsel 
or  the  prisoner  O'Donnell,  I  respited  sentence,  and  discharged 
him  on  entering  into  recognizance,  with  two  sureties,  to  appear  at 
the  next  assizes  to  receive  sentence,  and  I  reserved  the  Mlowing 
questions  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal : — 

First,  had  I  authority  to  direct  the  acquittal  of  Sweeny  and 
receive  his  evidence  against  O'Donnell  ? 

Secondly,  was  I,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  case, 
correct  in  informing  the  jury  that  a  taking  away  of  the  prosecutor's 
mare,  with  the  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  obliging  him  to  pay  a^ 
sum  of  money  for  her  restoration,  was  a  felonious  stealing  within) 
theact? 

Thirdly,  does  the  fact  of  the  payment  of  the  monejr  having  been 
made  after  the  return  of  the  stolen  property,  though  in  pursuance 
of  a  previous  aigreement  and  understanding,  prevent  the  case  from 
being  within  the  statute  of  9  Geo.  4,  c  55,  s.  51  ? 

January  3,  1857.  James  Henbt  Monahak. 

Dowsej  for  the  prisoner  (after  stating  the  facts). — As  to  the  first 
point,  I  say  that  the  judge  was  wrong  in  directing  the  jury  to 
acquit  Sweeny,  and  then  admitting  his  evidence  agiunst  O'Donnell ; 
Sweeny  should  not  have  been  acquitted.  In  Reg,  v.  Pascoe  (1  Den. 
CO.  456),  A.  was  indicted  under  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s. 
58,  for  feloniously  taking  money  from  B.,  on  account  of  helping  B. 
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to  certain  goods  before  that  time  stolen  from  B.,  the  said  A.  not  having 
caused  the  thief  to  be  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial  for  the 
same.  The  jury  found  that  A.  knew  the  thieves,  and  assisted  B., 
as  her  agent  and  at  her  request,  in  endeavouring  to  purchase  the 
stolen  property  from  them,  not  meaning  to  bring  the  thieves  to 
justice.  They  also  found  that  he  did  not  mean  to  screen  the  guiltj 
parties,  or  to  share  the  money  with  them ;  also  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  assist  the  thieves  in  getting  rid  of  the  stolen  property  by 
promising  B.  to  buy  it ;  and  it  was  held  on  the  above  state  of  facts 
that  a  conviction  was  legal  and  proper:  (Cooper  v.  Slade^  2  Jar. 
N.  S.)  It  has  been  the  practice  to  hold  so  on  the  circuit.  There* 
fore  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  directing  Sweeny  to  be 
acquitted,  and  then  admitting  his  evidence  against  O'Donnell. 

P£KRIN,  J. — Suppose  a  man  send  his  son  or  his  servant  to  pay 
money  for  getting  back  his  property^  do  you  contend  that  such  a 
messenger  would  be  liable  ? 

Dowse, — Yes :  that  is  the  substance  of  the  decisions  on  the  sub- 
ject. If  the  direction  to  acquit  were  wrong,  this  conviction  was 
Dady  as  Sweeny  was  improperly  allowed  to  give  evidence.  Again, 
even  if  the  direction  were  right,  the  Crown  had  not  a  right  to  call 
an  acquitted  prisoner.  There  is  a  reason  for  the  rule  which  admits 
the  evidence  of  an  acquitted  prisoner  for  the  defence,  namely,  that 
otherwise  prosecutors  would  nave  it  in  their  power,  by  indicting 
persons  wno  could  depose  to  material  facts  for  the  defence,  to 
deprive  a  person  charged  with  an  offence  of  proper  and  necessary 
evidence ;  but  for  allowing  a  prisoner  who  has  been  aoquitted  to 
give  evidence  for  the  Crown  there  is  no  such  reason.  The  Crown 
ought  to  know  their  own  case,  and  not  try  to  make  it  out  by 
taking  a  man  out  of  the  dock. 

Pbkrin,  J. — I  have  an  imperfect  recollection  of  a  case  before 
the  late  Baron  Foster,  where  prisoners  were  tried  for  a  felony. 
One  of  them,  by  the  direction  of  the  baron,  was  acquitted,  and 
his  evidence  was  received  against  the  other  prisoners,  whom  he 
convicted.  JMy  impression  is  that  he  respited  sentence,  and  after 
consideration  directed  the  persons  convicted  to  be  discharged. 

BicuAUDS,  B. — It  was  always  understood  that  when  a  man  was 
acquitted,  he  was  a  free  agent,  and  competent  as  any  other  person 
in  the  community  to  give  evidence. 

Jackson,  J. — Can  a  man  be  half  competent  to  give  evidence? 
You  admit  Sweeny  might  give  evidence  for  the  prisoner — why  not 
against  him  ? 

Dowse. — There  is  a  case  which  may  be  relied  on  by  the  other 
side:  {R.  v.  Rowland,  Ryan  &  Moody,  401.)  That  was  an  indict- 
ment for  a  conspiracy,  and  before  opening  the  case,  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  applied  to  have  two  of  the  defendants  acquitted, 
that  he  might  call  them  as  witnesses.  On  the  counsel  for  the  other 
defendants  observing  that  he  supposed  he  had  no  power  of  object- 
ing, Abbott,  C.  J.  said,  ^'  I  think  you  have  not ;  they  must  be 
acquitted  now."  Their  evidence  was  received  and  convicted  the 
others.     That  was  not  a  decision  upon  argument ;   but  the  chief 
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difference  between  that  case  and  the  present  is,  that  there  the 
defendants  had  not  been  given  in  charge ;  a  nolle  prosequi  might  be 
entered,  but  when  once  given  in  charge,  a  prisoner  must  be  either 
convicted  or  acquitted.  jSTow,  as  to  the  second  question,  there  was 
no  larceny  here.  In  order  to  constitute  larceny  there  should  be 
a  taking  against  the  will  oF  the  owner  without  any  pretence  of 
right,  with  intent  wholly  to  deprive  the  owner  of  his  property,  and 
to  appropriate  or  convert  it  to  the  use  of  the  taker.  Now,  here  the 
property  was  taken  with  the  intention  of  returning  it  on  payment 
of  money  claimed  to  bo  due.  There  was  no  animus  furandi  in  this 
instance.  As  to  the  third  question,  the  act  is  to  be  construed 
strictly  and  favourably  to  the  prisoner ;  and  when  the  money  was 
paid  voluntarily  after  the  mare  was  sent  back,  it  cannot  properly 
be  said  to  have  been  paid  for  getting  her  back.  The  words  of  the 
act  are :  "  Every  person  who  shall  corruptly  take  any  money  or 
reward,  directly  or  indirectly,  under  pretence  or  upon  account  of 
helping  any  person  to  any  chattel,  Ac.,  which  shall  have  been 
stolen.''  It  was  to  suppress  a  system  of  extorting  money  by  such 
means  as  procuring  the  return  of  stolen  property  that  the  act  was 
passed ;  here  the  payment  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  volun- 
tary one,  and  not  within  the  contemplation  of  the  Legislature. 
There  are  no  words  to  meet  the  case  of  a  person  getting  money 
for  having  returned  property. 

Robert  Johnson^  for  the  Crown. — If  a  man  were  found  guiltv  of 
an  offence  his  evidence  would  now  be  admissible :  (6  &  7  Ylct. 
c  85,  6.  1.)  How  then  can  it  be  argued  that  the  evidence  of  a 
man  who  is  acquitted  should  not  be  receivable  ?  As  to  the  larceny 
point,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be,  on  the  part  of  the 
taker,  an  intention  of  appropriating,  such  as  is  contended  for  by 
Mr.  Dowse.  An  intention  of  getting  money  by  a  disposal  in  any 
way  of  the  stolen  property  is  sufficient :  Reg.  y.  Manning  arid 
Smith  (1  Dearsley  C.  C.  21),  establishes  this  proposition.  There  a 
person  in  the  prosecutor's  employment  canying  out  an  arrange- 
ment to  cheat  nis  master,  took  a  number  of  bags  out  of  a  ware- 
house and  left  them  in  a  place  where  bags  were  usually  delivered, 
with  the  intention  of  assisting  another  to  get  payment  for  the  sacks. 
The  jury  found  that  the  bags  had  been  removed  in  pursuance  of  a 
previous  arrangement,  and  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly 
convicted  of  larceny.  So  in  Reg.  v.  Hall  (I  Den.  C.  C.  381),  it 
was  held  that  if  A.  takes  the  goods  of  B.  wrongfully,  and  offers 
them  for  sale  to  B.  as  the  goods  of  another,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny. 
Dowse,  in  reply. — Taking  goods  to  resell  them  to  the  original 
owner,  as  in  both  the  cases  cited,  is  quite  different  from  taking 
them  to  compel  payment  of  a  sum  of  money. 

MoNAHAK,  C.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was 
right,  and  that  the  junr  were  right  in  their  finding  on  the  question 
submitted  to  them.  K  is  true  there  may  not  have  been  a  larceny 
committed,  but  we  think  there  was  evidence  to  justify  the  jury  in 
such  a  finding.  With  regard  to  the  question  as  to  whether 
Sweeny's  evidence  was  properly  receivable,  we  are  all  of  opinion 
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that^  having  been  acquitted,  he  was  restored  to  all  his  previous 
competency  as  a  witness  either  for  the  Crown  or  for  the  prisoner. 
The  only  other  point  in  the  case  is,  that  because  the  mone^  was 
not  paid  until  after  the  mare  had  been  returned,  the  case  did  not 
come  within  the  words  of  the  act  We  think  that,  inasmuch  as  he 
was  aware  he  was  to  get  the  money  and  return  the  animal 
on  that  account,  and  afterwards  got  it,  it  comes  within  the  words 
^^  upon  account  of  helping  any  person  to  any  chattel^  &c  stolen." 

Conviction  affirmed. 


COUET  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  30,  1857. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C. J.,  Cockbubn,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.B., 
Coleridge,  Cbebswell,  Erle,  Crompton,  and  Willes, 
JJ.,  and  Bbamwell,  B.) 


Reg.  v.  Lister  akd  Biggs,  (a) 

Nuisance — Mudemeanor^^Inflammable  maieriais  warehoused  in  populous 
neighbourhoods — danger  ab  extra. 

An  indictment  stated  that  the  defendants  unlawjidfy,  hnowingfyy  and 
witfuUg^  did  deposit  and  cause  to  be  deposited  in  a  warehouse  belonging 
to  them^  and  near  to  divers  streets^  common  highways^  and  dwelUng' 
houses^  divers  large  and  excessive  quantities  of  a  certain  dangerous. 
igniUble  and  explosive  fluid  called  wood  naphtha^  and  did  unlawfully^ 
hnowinglg,  and  wilfully  heep  in  the  said  warehouse^  and  near  to  the 
said  streets^  ^rr.,  the  said  fluid  in  such  large^  excessivcj  and 
dangerous  quantities^  that  the  QueetCs  subjects  in  passing  along  the 
said  streetSy  SfCj  and  the  same  who  were  residing  near  the  said  ware- 
house were  in  great  danger  and  peril  of  their  lives  and  properties^  and 
were  kept  in  great  alarm,  fear^  and  terror,  to  their  common  nuisance. 

Held,  that  the  indictment  disclosed  an  indictable  offence,  although  there 
was  no  statement  of  any  noxious  effluvia  arising  from  the  said 
premises,  or  of  any  substantial  injury  sustained  by  any  one  beyond 
the  fear  and  the  danger  caused  by  the  substances  being  so  kept 

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  indictment  showed  that  wood  naphtha  is 
the  product  of  the  distillation  of  wood,  is  very  inflammable,  more  so 
than  spirits  of  wine,  or  even  than  gunpowder  itself,  and  that  if 
inflamed,  water j  unless  applied  in  enormous  quantities,  wouldnotpuiit 

• 
(a)  Btportad  by  B.  C.  BoBursoN,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Ldiw. 
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(mi,  and  ikat^  praeHcaUy^  a  fire  happening  could  not  be  quenchedy 
and  woidd  produce  very  dieasirous  consequencet  to  t/te  neighbourhood. 
But  it  teas  proved  also  that  it  was  the  practice  in  the  warehouse  never 
to  allow  any  candle,  fire,  or  gaslight  to  enter  therein,  and  so  long 
as  that  conti/ittedj  the  storing  of  the  wood  naphtha  and  the  spirits 
would  not  produce  any  danger. 

Held,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  there  was  any  real 
danger  to  life  and  property  arising  from  the  way  in  which  the 
materials  were  hept,  and  that  danger  ab  extra  alone,  was  sufficient  to 
justyy  them  in  finding  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

The  evidence  of  the  way  in  which  the  business  was  carried  on,  was  this : 
the  quantOies  stored  were  from  4000  to  5000  gallons  of  wood  naphtha, 
and  from  40,000  to  45,000  gallons  of  spirits  of  wine.  The  operation 
of  mixing  the  two  together  was  carried  on  upon  the  premises.  For 
this  purpose,  there  were  two  large  vats  erected ;  each  of  these  was 
capable  of  holding  about  2000  gallons  of  the  mixture.  The  vats  were 
covered  over  entirely  ai  the  top,  with  the  exception  of  an  aperture  in 
the  centre  of  the  cover,  in  which  was  fixed  a  hopper  with  a  sliding 
panel  of  wood.  When  it  was  necessary  to  mix,  the  spirits  of  wine 
first  and  the  naphtha  afterwards  were  poured  through  the  hopper  into 
the  vat  below ;  where,  by  the  chemical  action  upon  each  other,  they 
became  intermixed  and  were  drawn  off  at  the  bottom  by  a  coch,  and 
carried  away  for  the  purposes  of  commerce.  The  wood  naphtha  was 
kept  in  the  warehouse  in  carboys  holding  twelve  gallons  each,  and 
carefully  stocked  till  required  for  the  purpose  of  being  thus  mixed. 

Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  charge  in  the 
indietment  of  depositing  the  article  in  a  warehouse,  dissentiente, 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  who  thought  the  conviction  in  this  particular  instance 
wrong,  because  the  allegation  of  depositing  the  article  in  a  warehouse 
was  sought  to  be  supported  by  evidence  of  a  dangerous  use  of  it  by 
mixing,  and  he  suggested  the  propriety  of  another  indictment  being 
preferred^ 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 
on  the  2l8t  of  December,  1855,  by  the  late  Baron  Alderson; 
and  having  been  argued  on  the  19th  January^  1856,  was  re-argued 
before  the  fifteen  judges,  May  11th,  1857. 

^*  The  defendants  were  indicted  for  a  public  nuisance,  in  keeping 
and  storing  large  quantities  of  wood  naphtha  and  rectified  spirits 
of  wine  in  a  warehouse  in  Sufiblk-lane,  which  runs  between 
Thames-street  and  Cannon-street,  in  the  city  of  London.  It 
appeared  in  evidence  that  the  quantities  so  stored  were  from  4000 
to  5000  gallons  of  wood  naphtha,  and  irom  40,000  to  50,000 
gallons  or  spirits  of  wine.  The  operation  of  mixing  the  two 
together  was  carried  on  upon  the  premises;  for  this  purpose  there 
were  two  large  vats  erected,  each  of  which  was  capable  uf  holding 
about  2000  gallons  of  the  mixture.  The  vats  were  covered  over 
entirely  at  tne  top,  with  the  exception  of  an  aperture  in  the 
centre  of  the  cover,  in  which  was  fixed  a  hopper  with  a  sliding 

Eanel  of  wood.  When  it  was  neces8nry  to  mix,  the  spirits  of  wine 
rst  and  the  naphtha  afterwards  were  poured  through  the  hopper 
into  the  vat  below  ;  where,  by  their  cliemical  action  upon  each  other, 
they  became  intermixed  and  were  drawn  oif  at  the  bottom  by  a  cock. 
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^®'        and  carried  away  for  the  purposea  of  commerce.  The  wood  naphtha 
LiRBR       ^^^  ^^P^  ^^  ^^®  warehouse  in  carboys,  holding  twelve  gallons  each, 

AND        and  carefully  stocked  till  required  for  the  purposes  of  being  thus 
BiGofl.       mixed.  It  is  a  product  of  the  distillation  of  wood  and  is  very  inflam- 

ig57,       mable,  more  so  than  spirits  of  wine,  or  even  than  gunpowder  itself 

- —  passing  into  vapour  on  the  application  of  a  heat  of  140°  Fahrenheit^ 
NuiioHce,  i^nd  jf  inflamed,  water  could  not  put  out  the  fire  arising  from  i^ 
unless  that  water  was  applied  in  enormous  proportions  relatively  to 
the  quantity  of  inflamed  naphtha;  and  Doctors  Taylor  and 
Letheby  were  of  opinion,  and  as  to  this  there  was  no  dispute, 
that,  practically,  a  fire  arising  and  communicating  with  the  quantity 
kept  upon  these  premises  could  not  be  quenched,  and  would  pro- 
duce very  disastrous  consequences  to  the  neighbourhood :  but  it 
was  proved  also  that  it  was  the  practice  in  the  warehouse  never  to 
allow  any  candles,  or  fire,  or  gaslight  to  enter  therein,  and  so 
long  as  that  continued,  the  storing  of  the  wood  naphtha  and  the 
spirits  would  not  produce  danger;  nut  it  was  contended,  on  the 
part  of  tlte  Crown,  that  to  keep  articles  so  easily  liable  to  accident| 
and  so  dangerous  in  the  result  if  an  accident  happened,  in  the 
populous  neighbourhood  in  which  this  manufiictory  was  situate, 
was  a  public  nuisance,  inasmuch  as  fire  might  incautiously  be 
introduced,  or  a  fire  arising  in  any  of  the  adjoining  houses  might 
communicate  therewith,  and  that  the  existence  of  such  a  manu- 
factory, therefore,  was  a  iust  ground  for  apprehension  and  alarm 
to  the  surrounding  neighbourhood,  and  therefore  a  nuisance,  and 
the  case  was  compared  to  the  keeping  of  a  laree  magazine  of 
gunpowder  (Rex  v.  Taylor,  2  Strange  1167),  which  was  said  to  be 
a  nuisance  at  the  common  law.  The  defendants  were  by  my 
direction  found  guilty,  but  I  respited  the  judgment  and  request 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  the  point  whether,  when  the  manu- 
facture, as  carried  on  (which  was  carefully)  produced  in  the 
opinions  of  the  scientific  men  no  danger,  its  liability  to  danger  ab 
extra  made  it  a  public  nuisance  ?  *' 

The  following  was  the  form  of  the  indictment : — 
Central  Criminal  Court,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
to  wit.  J     upon  their  oath  present,  that  J.  &  L. 

and  B.  B.,  severally  late  of  London,  merchants,  not  having  r^ard 
to  the  lives  and  security  of  Her  Majesty's  liege  subjects,  heretofore, 
to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five,  in  London,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  knowingly, 
and  wilfully,  did  deposit  and  cause  to  be  deposited  in  a  certain 
warehouse  and  premises  of  them  the  said  J.  8.  L.  and  B.  B.,  and 
near  to  divers  streets  and  Queen's  ancient  and  common  highways 
there,  and  also  to  divers  dwelling-houses  of  her  said  Majesty's  liege 
subjects,  to  wit,  in  Sufiblk4ane  in  London  aforesaid,  divers  large 
and  excessive  quantities  of  a  certain  dangerous,  ignitible  and 
explosive  fluid,  called  wood  naphtha,  to  wit,  10,000  mllons  of  the 
said  fluid,  and  from  the  day  and  year  aforesaid  until  the  day  of  the 
taking  of  this  inquisition   in  London  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
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jurifldictioD  of  the  Central  Criminal  Courts  unlawfully,  knowingly, 
and  wilfully  did  keep  in  the  said  warehouses  and  premises,  and 
near  to  the  streets,  highway,  and  dwelling-houses  aforesaid^  the 
said  fluid  in  such  lai^e,  excessive  and  dangerous  quantities  as 
aforesaid,  by  reason  of  which  said  premises  the  li^e  subjects  of 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  during  the  time  aforesait^  passing  and 
proceeding  in,  through,  and  along  the  said  streets  ana  highways, 
and  the  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  near  to  the  said 
warehouse  and  premises  residing  and  being,  were  in  great  danger 
and  peril  of  their  lives  and  property,  and  were  kept  in  great  alarm, 
fear,  and  terror,  and  were  greatly  impeded,  disturbed  and  incom- 
moded in  the  performance  of  their  lawful  occupations,  and  pre- 
vented and  deterred  from  using  the  said  streets  and  highways,  and 
irom  passing  and  repassing  over,  through  and  along  the  same,  as 
otherwise  and  but  for  the  premises  aforesaid  they  could,  might  and 
ought  to  have  done,  to  the  common  nuisance  of  all  Her  Majesty's 
liege  subjects  and  to  the  endanfferment  of  their  lives  and  property, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Parry^  Seijt*  for  the  defendants.— In  the  count  on  which  the 
conviction  has  taken  place  there  is  no  statement  of  an  offence  at 
common  law. 

Lord  Campbell. — It  is  difficult  to  say  that  there  is  no  evidence 
of  an  offence  at  common  law,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  left  to  the  jury.  The  judge  has  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
entered.  Now  there  is  an  allegation  that  large  quantities  of 
naphtha  were  deposited.  There  was  abundant  evidence  of  that, 
but  still  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  allegation  was 
proved,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  left  to  them. 

COLEBIDOE,  J. — Is  not  the  question  whether  the  existence  of 
danger  ab  extra  is  sufficient  to  constitute  an  offence  ? 

Parry. — It  is  submitted  that  no  fear  of  danger  ab  extra  is 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  conviction. 

CooKBUBN,  C.  J. — You  say  that  if  a  man  erects  a  powder-mill 
in  the  centre  of  a  populous  neighbourhood,  he  may  lawfully  carry 
on  his  business  if  he  does  so  carefully. 

Parry. — Yes.  If  the  naphtha  was  kept  in  such  a  way  that  no 
danger  could  arise,  then  there  is  no  offence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  judgment  of  the  court  is  required  on 
this  point  The  indictment  is  for  merely  keeping  naphtha,  and  in 
order  to  prove  it  dangerous,  the  prosecutors  give  evidence  of  the 
using  it  with  spirits  of  wine,  but  then  the  user  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  indictment. 

Lord  Campbell. — Evidence  was  given  that  did  not  strictly 
apply  to  the  indictment,  but  we  must  suppose  that  the  judge  told 
the  jury  that  they  were  not  to  regard  that,  but  to  confine  their 
attention  to  the  question  of  keeping.  If  the  only  question  is, 
whether  danger  ab  extra  is  to  be  entirely  disregarded,  I  do  not 
think  we  can  have  have  much  doubt  or  difficulty  about  that. 
Sarely  the  keeping  twenty  tons  of  gunpowder  in  Cheapside  would 
be  indictable  as  a  nuisance. 
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Bbo.  Parry* — ^No  one  is  indictable  for  a  nuisance,  unless  he  does 

^'         some  act  or  is  guilty  of  some  omission  by  which  the  public  sustain 

^,fo        an  injury.      There  must  be  the  doing  some  act  which  it   was 

Bxooa.       unlawful  to  do,  or  the  omission  of  some  act  that  it  was  his  duty  to 

^TTT        do»  but  nothing  of  the  kind  is  shown  here.     On  the  contrary,  it 

\       was  proved  that,  as  far  as  any  conduct  of  the  defendants  went, 

NwUantce,  they  exercised  the  greatest  care  in  the  process  of  the  manufacture. 
Is  then  the  simple  keeping  of  a  large  quantity  of  a  combustible 
material  an  offence,  merely  because  something  <ib  extra  may  arise 
to  cause  danger  to  the  public  ?  The  facts  in  A  y.  Taylor  are  not 
stated,  and  cannot  now  be  ascertained ;  it  may  well  be  that  in 
that  case  some  act  of  the  defendant  in  the  keeping  caused  the 
danger.  There  is,  otherwise^  no  express  authority  on  this  point ; 
but  in  3  Atkyns,  750,  Ca.  288,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  fears  of 
mankind,  though  reasonable,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  create  a 
nuisance.  The  existence  of  such  fears  here  is  the  only  ground  on 
which  the  argument  for  the  prosecution  can  be  sustained.  The 
case  in  3  Atkyns,  was  an  application  before  Lord  Hardwicke  for 
an  injunction.  Danger  ab  extra^  as  the  groundwork  for  a  charge 
of  nuisance,  is  like  a  prohibition  quia  timei^  which  that  case 
decides  will  not  lie.  If  this  is  held  to  be  an  indictable  ofience^ 
where  is  the  line  to  be  drawn  7  Spirits  of  wine  is  highly  inflam- 
mable, but  is  a  distiller  to  be  indicted  because  a  fire  happening 
near  his  premises  might  reach  them  and  cause  danger  to  the 
neighbourhood  ?  Hatters  use  laige  quantities  of  alcohol.  Dealers 
in  pitch,  tar,  and  turpentine  would  be  precluded  from  having  any 
stock  of  these  articles  on  their  premises.  The  iact  that  sevend 
acts  of  Parliament  have  been  passed  to  prevent  the  keeping  of 

funpowder  in  large  quantities  is  an  argument  in  favour  of  the 
efendants. 
ffUde,  Q.  C.,  and  Locke,  for  the  prosecution. — The  portion 
of  the  case  relied  upon  is  that  which  commences  with  the  words: 
**  The  wood  naphtha  was  kept/'  and  down  to  the  words  "  very 
disastrous  consequences  to  the  neighbourhood.**  And  the  question 
is,  whether  the  keeping  and  storing  in  lar^e  quantities  of  an  article 
so  inflammable  that  it  can  scarcely  when  ignited  be  quenched  with 
water,  is  not  a  nuisance  at  common  law  ?  Surely  it  is  ad  commune 
nocumentum.  In  it.  v.  Taylor  it  was  held,  that  keeping  a  large 
quantity  of  gunpowder  in  a  populous  place  was  a  nuisance. 

Lord  Campbell. — All  that  the  court  there  decides  is  that  the 
question  is  a  proper  one  to  be  left  to  a  jury. 

fUlde. — Just  so;  but  at  all  events  it  decides  that  such  oonduot 
inay  constitute  a  nuisance  if  the  jury  think  it  one.  In  A  y. 
WilUams  (1  Buss.  321),  this  point  was  decided.  That  there  have 
been  statutory  regulations  controlling  the  keeping  of  gunpowder 
near  to  populous  places  is  no  ai^ument  in  favour  of  the  defendants. 
They  were  passed  to  give  increased  protection  to  the  public  No 
doubt  there  has  been  here  no  proof  of  negligence  in  the  use  of  the 
material,  but  still  the  keeping  it  under  such  circumstances  that 
the  merest  accident,  either  from  within  or  from  without,  might 
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spread  ruin  and  destruction  around^  is  sufficient  to  constitute  an       ^^* 
cnence.     As  to  there  being  danger  merely  ab  ex^ra,.  take  the  case      luter 
of  a  ruinous  house  by  the  side  of  a  public  thoroughfare>  and  which        ahd 
may  be  shaken  down  by  the  vibration  caused  by  vehicles  passing       ^[^^ 
in  the  road.    No  one  doubts  that  the  owner  would  be  liable  for  a       1357. 
nuisance,  and  yet  the  danger  there  is  entirely  ab  extra.  - — 

Lord  Campbell. — The  danger  must  be  of  something  that  will    ^^'^•f»<^ 
not  improbably  occur,  but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  immaterial  whether 
the  actual  injury  is  caused  within  or  from  without. 

WUde. — ^In  R.  v.  VarUandiUo  (4  M.  &  S.  75),  the  carrying  a  child 
afflicted  with  the  smallpox  through  the  public  streets  was  held  to 
be  an  indictable  nuisance.  There  the  fear  and  the  danger  arising 
from  the  act  made  it  indictable.  In  R.  v.  Brookes  (Tremaine,  P.  L. 
395),  the  precedent  dted  would  equally  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
this.  All  that  is  meant  by  the  statement  m  3  Atkyns  is,  that  if 
the  act  itself  is  not  a  nuisance,  the  fears  of  mankind  will  not  make 
it  sow 

Ck>CKBnBN,  C*  J. — No  doubt.  If  there  is  no  real  danger  the 
fears  of  mankind  will  not  make  the  act  a  nuisance ;  but  the  ques- 
tion is — is  there  real  danger  ? 

Lord  Campbell. — ^In  the  case  cited  from  Tremaine^  it  was  the 
effluvia  that  caused  the  annoyance^  there  was  an  absolute  evil 
continuaUy  existing. 

^^SUe.— Reasonable  fear  of  injury  to  life  and  property  is  an 
equally  existing  annoyance. 

CoCBLBUBN^  C.  J. — It  is  said  that  this  material  has  always  been 
kept  with  great  care.  That  may  have  been  so ;  but  what  man 
can  answer  for  the  care  and  prudence  of  his  servants? 

Wilde. — What  is  an  indictable  nuisance  is  laid  down  in  I  Hawk. 
692. 

W1LLE8,  J.,  referred  to  Crowder  v.  THnkler  (19  Ves.  621). 

Parrtfj  in  reply. — To  hold  this  to  be  a  nuisance  would  be  to  put 
an  end  to  numerous  manufacturing  establishments  throughout  the 
kingdom.  The  ai^ument  on  the  other  side  simply  amounts  to 
this,  if  so  and  so  come  to  pass  some  injury  will  arise,  but  at  pre- 
sent no  injury  has  been  sustained  bv  any  one.  Making  fireworks 
in  towns  was  not  indictable  before  tne  statute. 

Lord  Campbell. — I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  of  that.  On  the  con- 
trary, I  think  that  where  they  were  made  in  sufficient  quantities 
to  cause  danger,  the  maker  would  have  been  indictable  at  com- 
mon law. 

EbL£,  J. — Take  it  that  at  present  the  business  is  carried  on 
80  as  to  be  free  from  any  danger;  but  then  the  act  of  a  wrongdoer 
at  any  moment  would  cause  the  immediate  destruction  of  property 
and  perhaps  of  life. 

The  learned  judges  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment,  which 
was  delivered  on  the  30th  of  May. 

JUDGMENT. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that 


348 


CBIMINAL  LAW   CASES. 


Rbo. 

V. 
LiSTBR 

BlOOS. 


1857. 

Nuistmce, 


the  conviction  in  this  case  ought  to  be  affirmed,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  assents  to  the  doctrine  of  law 
propounded  in  the  judgment,  but  he  does  not  concur  in  the  result. 
The  defendants'  counsel  began  by  objecting  to  the  first  count  of 
the  indictment  on  which  the  conviction  took  place,  but  we  do  not 
entertain  any  doubt  of  its  sufficiency.  It  alleges  that  the  defen- 
dants unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  wilfully  did  deposit  in  a 
warehouse  belonging  to  them  near  to  divers  streets  and  highways, 
and  to  divers  dwelling-houses  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  divers 
large  and  excessive  quantities  of  a  dangerous,  ignitible  and  explo- 
sive fluid  called  wood  naphtha,  and  did  Keep  in  the  said  warehouse 
and  near  to  the  said  streets,  highways,  and  dwelling-houses  the 
said  fluid  in  such  large  and  excessive  quantities,  whereby  the 
Queen's  subjects  passing  along  the  said  streets  and  highways,  and 
residing  in  the  said  dwelling-houses,  were  in  great  danger  of  their 
lives  and  property,  and  were  kept  in  great  alarm  and  terror  ad 
commune  nocumerUum^  &c.  The  indictment  certainly  does  not 
state  that  any  noxious  effluvia  issued  from  the  naphtha,  that  the 
air  was  corrupted  by  it,  or  that  any  bodily  harm  was  done  by  it 
to  any  of  the  Queen's  subjects;  but  we  conceive  that  to  deposit 
and  keep  such  a  substance  in  such  quantities  in  a  warehouse  so 
situated,  to  the  danger  of  the  lives  and  property  of  the  Queen's 
subjects,  is  an  indictable  oflence.  The  law  of  the  country  would 
surely  be  very  defective  if  life  and  property  could  be  so  exposed 
to  danger  by  the  act  of  another  with  impunity.  There  is  no 
ground  for  saying  that,  according  to  the  doctrine  contended  for  by 
the  defendants'  counsel,  neither  brandy  nor  wine,  nor  any  igni- 
tible substance,  could  be  kept  in  the  cellar  of  a[town  house  without 
the  owner  of  the  house  being  liable  to  fine  and  imprisonment.  The 
substance  must  be  of  such  a  nature,  and  kept  in  such  large  quan- 
tities and  under  such  local  circumstances,  as  to  create  real  danger 
to  life  and  property.  The  well-founded  apprehension  of  danger 
which  would  alarm  men  of  steady  nerves  and  reasonable  courage 
passing  through  the  street  in  which  the  house  stands,  or  residing 
in  adjoining  houses,  is  enough  to  show  that  something  has  been 
done  which  the  law  ought  to  prevent  by  pronouncing  it  to  be  a 
misdemeanor.  Accordingly,  to  manufacture  or  to  keen  in  large 
quantities,  in  towns  or  closely  inhabited  places,  gunpowder,  which 
n>r  this  purpose  cannot  be  distinguished  from  naphtha,  is,  by  the 
common  law  of  England,  a  nuisance  and  an  indictable  oflence.  This 
doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  almost  all  treatises  on  Crown  law,  and 
it  was  acted  upon  in  Rex  v.  Taylor  (2  Strange,  1167),  Reg.  v. 
miliamiscaseil  Russell,  321),  and  in  Crawdery.  TinUffl{l9\eB. 
617).  We  are  next  to  consider  whether  the  facts  found  by  the  jury 
in  this  case  were  sufficient  to  support  the  indictment.  The  jury 
found  that  '^  naphtha  is  very  inflammable,  more  so  than  spirits  of 
wine,  or  even  than  gunpowder  itself,  passing  into  vapour  at  a  heat 
of  140*"  of  Fahrenheit,  and  if  inflamed,  water  could  not  put  out  the 
fire  arising  from  it,  unless  that  water  was  applied  in  enormous  pro- 
portions relatively  to  the  quantity  of  inflamed  naphtha;  and  that. 
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without  dispute,  ft  fire  arising  and  commencing  with  the  quantity 
kept  upon  these  premises  could  not  be  quenched,  and  would  pro- 
duce very  disastrous  consequences  to  the  neighbourhood.''  The 
jury  to  be  sure  likewise  found,  '*  that  it  was  the  practice  in  the 
warehouse  never  to  allow  any  candles  or  fire  or  gaslight  to  enter 
therein,  and  so  long  as  that  continued  the  naphtha  would  not  pro- 
duce danger."  These  facts  taken  together  would,  we  think,  fully  Nvimmce, 
justify  a  verdict  of  guilty,  although  no  damage  was  actually 
done  by  the  naphtha.  We  cannot  say  that  it  might  not  have  been 
dangerous  to  life  and  property  irrespective  of  ignition  from  without. 
The  supposed  safety  from  within  depended  upon  the  care  of  the 
defendants'  servants  in  not  allowing  any  candles  or  fire  or  gaslight 
to  enter  the  warehouse,  and  it  was  only  so  long  as  this  care  con- 
tinued that  the  naphtha  could  not  produce  danger*  With  great 
and  uninterroitting  care,  gunpowder  mi^ht  be  kept,  and  perhaps 
manufactured,  in  very  lai^e  quantities  without  doing  any  damage ; 
the  law  takes  notice  that  occasional  carelessness  may  be  reckoned 
upon,  and  forbids  that  to  be  done  which  on  the  recurrence  of 
carelessness  will^  in  all  probability,  prove  destructive  to  life  and 
property.  Therefore  the  simple  keeping  of  large  quantities  of 
gunpowder  in  the  midst  of  a  dense  population  was  considered  to  be 
a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  Tne  statute  12  Geo.  3,  c  81, 
does  not  create  this  offence ;  it  only  punishes  with  heavy  penalties 
and  forfeitures  the  breach  of  certam  regulations  which  it  enacts 
for  the  safe  keeping  and  carrying  of  gunpowder.  We  are  called 
npon,  however,  by  the  question  which  the  case  submits  to  us  to 
eay,  whether,  when  such  a  manufacture  is  carried  on  so  carefully 
asy  in  the  opinion  of  scientific  men,  to  produce  no  danger,  its 
liability  to  danger  ab  extra  may  make  it  a  public  nuisance.  And 
we  have  no  doubt  that  its  liability  to  danger  ah  extra  may  make 
it  a  public  nuisance.  If  the  locality  were  in  the  midst  of  such 
terrific  fires  as  blaze  dajr  and  night  in  some  coal  and  iron  districts 
in  this  cduntry,  there  might  well  be  a  danger  of  towns  being  laid 
in  ashes  by  the  explosion  of  a  large  accumulation  of  naphtha  as 
well  as  of  gunpowder,  however  carefully  it  might  be  kept  by  its 
owner  in  his  warehouse.  The  naphtha  stored  in  this  warehouse 
in  SufFolk-lane,  Thames-street,  in  the  heart  of  the  city  of  London, 
might  be  exposed  to  ignition  from  various  external  accidents  ?  A 
fire  might  thus  arise  '^  which  could  not  be  quenched,  and  would 

f reduce  very  disastrous  consequences  in  the  neighbourhood." 
Fpon  the  trial  of  such  indictments  we  consider  that  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fiict  for  the  jury,  whether  the  keeping  and  depositing  or 
the  manu&cturing  of  such  substances  really  does  create  danger  to 
life  and  property  as  alleged;  and  this  must  be  a  question  of 
degree,  depending  on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case ;  no 
general  rule  of  law  can  be  laid  down  beyond  this,  that  the  substantial 
aUegations  in  the  indictment  must  be  substantially  proved.  In 
the  present  case  we  think  that  sufficient,  although  not  necessarily 
conclusive,  evidence  was  adduced,  and  that  although  the  judge 
would  not  have  been  justified  in  directing  a  verdict  of  guilty  to  be 
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^^^'        entered  without  taking  the  opinion  of  the  jury  upon  it^  he  wae 

LisTBB      fully  jastified  in  telling  the  jury  (which  he  appears  to  have  done) 

AND        that  if  the  depositing  and  keeping  the  napntha  in  the  manner 

Bi€io8.       described,  coupled  with  its  liability  to  ignition  ab  extra^  created 

I857I       danger  to  life  and  property  to  the  degree  alleged,  they  might  find 

— '        a  verdict  of  guilty.      Whether  the  Lability  to  ignition  od  extra 

NuUamoe,     could  properly  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  he  reserved 

for  our  opinion,  and  we   answer.  Yes.     The  conviction  must, 

therefore,  be  affirmed.      This  judgment  being  submitted  to  my 

Lord  Chief  Baron,  he  writes  thus :  ^^  Dissentiente,  the  ChiefBaron ; 

not  because  he  differs  from  the  ruling  of  .the  rest  of  the  court  in 

point  of  law,  but  because  it  appears  to  him  that  the  defendants 

were  indicted  merely  for  depositing  the  article  in  a  warehouse, 

and  were  convicted  upon  evidence  of  a  dangerous  use  of  it  in  mixing 

it  with  another  article  to  make  a  very  combustible  material,  and 

he  thinks  there  ought  to  be  no  judgment  against  the  defendants 

on  this  trial,  but  that  another  indictment  ought  to  be  preferred." 

With  sincere  deference  to  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  I  must  observe, 

on  my  own  part,  that  we  have  taken  into  consideration  no  evidence 

except  evidence  to  support  the  charge  in  the  indictment,  because, 

although  there  was  evidence  of  the  manner  in  which  that  buriness 

was  carried  on,  that  was  not  the  foundation  of  our  judgment.   We 

think  that  the  evidence  supported  the  indictment,  and  we  rely 

onl^  on  the  evidence  of  danger  that  arose  from  the  manner  in 

which  it  was  deposited  and  kept  in  the  defendants'  warehouse. 

Conviction  affirmed, 
Wilde,  Q.  C,  and  Locke  for  the  prosecution. 
Seijeant  Parry  for  the  defendants. 
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OXFOKD  CIRCUIT. 

Monmouthshire  Summer  Assizes. 

July  2,  1657. 
(Before  Mr.  Baron  Martin.) 

Beg.  v.  Williams,  (a) 

False  pretenceS'^Note  of  bank  which  had  stopped  payment. 

Where  the  prisoner^  in  Jtdy^  1  h57,  gave  in  exchange  for  the  sum  of  5L 
a  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  5L  of  the  Old  Banhy  Newport^ 
Monmouthshire^  and  stated  that  the  note  W€ls  a  good  one^  though  in 
reality  the  Old  Bank  had  stopped  payment  in  the  year  1851,  as  the 
prisoner  well  hnew^  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of 
obtaining  the  51,  by  false  pretences, 

THE  prisoner,  John  Williams,  was  indicted  for  having  on  the 
5th  of  Jul^  falsely  pretended  to  one  Valentine  Hughes,  that 
a  certain  promissory  note  of  the  Newport  Old  Bank  was  a  good 
and  valid  note  (he  the  said  John  Williams  well  knowing  that  the 
aaid  bank  had  long  before  stopped  payment)  by  means  of  which 
said  false  pretence  the  said  John  Williams  unlawfuUy  did  obtain 
from  the  said  Valentine  Hushes  the  sum  of  5/.,  the  moneys  of  the 
aid  Valentine  Hughes,  witn  intent  to  defraud. 

Partridge  for  the  prosecution. 

The  depositions  disclosed  the  following  facts ; — The  prosecutor 
went  on  the  5th  of  July,  1857,  to  a  public-house  where  the 
prisoner  was  drinking.  The  prisoner  said  that  he  would  pay  for 
a  gallon  of  beer  if  any  one  would  change  a  5L  note  for  him.  The 
prosecutor  handed  over  6L  in  exchange  for  the  note,  which  the 
prisoner  assured  him  was  a  good  one.  The  note  was  one  issued 
by  Messrs.  Williams,  of  the  Old  Bank,  Newport,  Monmouthshire, 
and  was  dated,  *^May,  1847."  When  taken  into  custody  the 
prisoner  stated  that  he  had  taken  the  note  at  Abergavenny,  and 
bad  afterwards  heard  that  the  bank  had  stopped.  The  Old  Bank 
of  Newport  stopped  payment  in  October,  1851,  and  Messrs. 
Williams  were  made  bankrupts  in  the  same  year. 

MARTiii,  B. — Mr.  Partridge,  how  do  you  propose  to  make  out 

(a)  Baportod  by  B.  Sawtbr,  Esq.,  BArrister-at-Law. 
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^^-        the  charge  in  this  case  ?    It  appears  to  me  that  the  prisoner  can- 
WiLUAMs.     °^*  ^®  convicted.    Can  you  cite  any  decision  in  your  favour? 

Partridge. —  There  is  one  case  upon  the  point,  R.  v.  Spencer 

^^^^'  (3  C.  &  P.  420),  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  falsely 
Fake  preteaceM.  Pretending  that  a  note  which  he  paid  away  was  a  good  and  avail- 
able note  at  the  time  he  so  paid  it  away,  and  thereby  obtaining 
money  from  the  prosecutor.  It  was  proved,  in  support  of  the 
charge^  that  the  prisoner  gave  the  note  to  the  prosecutor  in  pay- 
ment for  meat;  and  a  witness  proved  that  he  told  the  prisoner  that 
the  Leominster  Bank  (irom  which  the  note  had  issued)  had 
stopped  payment  It  was  also  shown,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, that  the  banking-house  at  Leominster  was  shut  up,  and  that 
Messrs.  Coleman  and  Morris  (the  bankers)  had  become  bankrupts; 
but  it  appeared  on  cross-examination  that  a  third  partner  had  not 
become  bankrupt  Mr.  Justice  Gaselee  held  that  the  prisoner 
could  not  be  convicted,  because,  as  it  appeared  that  the  note  might 
ultimately  be  paid,  the  prisoner  could  not  be  said  to  be  guilty  of 
a  fraud  in  passing  it  away.  That  case  differs  from  the  present 
one,  inasmuch  as  here  there  is  no  solvent  partner  of  the  bank. 
The  whole  firm  were  bankrupt 

Mabtin,  B. — The  case  witich  you  cite  is  against  you.  How 
can  the  fact  of  one  partner  being  solvent  make  any  difference? 
The  estate  might  pay  twenty  sliillings  in  the  pound*  When  I 
read  the  depositions  I  thought  that  there  was  no  offence  within  the 
statute,  and  my  brother  Bramwell,  to  whom  I  spoke  upon  the 
subject  thought  so  too.  The  officer  of  the  court  informs  me  that 
a  case  of  the  same  kind  was  tried  some  time  ago  at  Shrewsbury, 
and  that, the  judge  ordered  an  acquittaL  I  think  that  decision  was 
correct,  and  I  hold  that  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted. 

Verdict— Not  Guilty. 
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OXFORD  CIRCUIT. 

Berks  Summer  Assizes^  1857. 

July  10. 

(Before  Baron  Bramwell.) 

Reo.  v.  Blackwsll.  {a) 

tmanity — Prisoner  committed  for  trial  appearing  to  be  insane — Removal 
to  asylum — Recognizances — Couree  of  procedure^  3  4"  4  Vict.  c.  64. 

A  prisoner  committed  for  trial  upon  a  charge  of  murder  hating  become 

insane  was  removed  to  a  lunatic   asylum^  by  virtue  of  a  warrant 

under  the^hand  of  a  Principal  Secretary  of  State.     The  grand  jury^ 

at  the  assizes  at  which  he  wouUt  in  due   course  have  been    triedy 

found  a  true  bill  against  him. 

Heldj  that  the  proper  course  was  to  respite  the  recognizances  sine  die« 

THE   prisoner,   John  Blackwell,  was  indicted   for  the   wilful 
murder  of  Thomas  Ranee  at  Wokingham^  on  the  14th  May, 
1857. 

Carrinfftoni  for  the  prosecution,  said : — In  this  case  the  grand 
jury  have  returned  a  true  bill  for  murder.  The  circumstances  of 
the  case  are  peculiar^  and  it  is  doubtful  what  is  the  proper  course 
to  be  pursuea.  The  person  charged  was,  at  the  time  of  commit- 
ting the  offence,  perfectly  insane,  and  on  the  day  previous  to  the 
murder  was  about  to  be  removed  to  a  lunatic  asylum.  While  in 
confinement^  he  assaulted  and  killed  the  person  who  had  the  care 
of  him.  He  was  duly  committed  to  the  county  gaol  for  trial,  but 
has  since  been  removed  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  where  he  now  is,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  that  he  is  not  fit  to  take  his  trial.  It  is  neces- 
sary that  some  order  should  be  made  by  the  court. 

6ramw£LL,  B. — There  ought  to  be  some  evidence  upon  oath 
before  me.  Probably  the  governor  of  the  gaol  can  give  me  the 
requisite  information,  and  I  will  then  make  such  order  as  may  be 
proper. 

Samuel  Ferry  (governor  of  the  county  gaol)  was  then  sworn. — 
John  Blackwell  was  in  my  custody  under  a  warrant  of  committal 
upon  a  chaise  of  murder,  but  he  has  since  been  removed  to  the 

(a)  Reported  by  R.  Sawter,  Eaq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
VOL  VIL  2   A 
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Lunatic  Asylum  at  Littlemore,  by  Tirtue  of  a  warrant  under  the 
hand  of  Sir  George  Grey.  He  was  insane  at  the  time  he  was 
brought  to  the  gaol,  and  also  when  he  was  removed.  I  produce 
the  warrant,  {b) 

BfiAMWELLy  B. — Mr.  Hempe  (the  Deputy  Clerk  of  Arraigns) 
informs  me  that^  under  these  circumstances^  the  proper  course  is  to 
order  that  the  recognizances  be  respited  siiie  die.  That  order  will 
therefore  be  made.  Recognizance$  respited  sine  die. 

Carrinffion,  for  the  prosecution. 


(5)  The  warrant  was  as  follows  : — 

"  The  Right  Hononnble  Sir  George  Grey,  Bart,  one  of  Her  Majeatj's  Most  Hoooarabto 
Privy  Coancil,  and  Principal  Secretary  of  State,  &e.,  &c.,  &c. 

"  Whereas  by  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  3rd  and  4t]i  years  of  Her  present  Majesty, 
intitntled,  A»  Act  for  making  Jurther  Provitiont  for  the  Confinmient  and  Miuntenanei  of 
Insane  Pritoners^  it  is  enaoted  :  ^That  if  any  person  while  imprisoned  in  any  prison  or  other 
place  of  confinement,  nnder  any  sentence  of  death,  transportation,  or  imprisonment,  or  under 
charge  of  any  offence,  or  for  not  finding  bail  for  good  behariour,  or  to  keep  the  peace,  or  to 
answer  a  criminal  chaige,  or  in  coDseqnence  of  any  summary  oooTiction,  or  older  by  any  jnstaee 
er  jnsticet  of  tlie  peace,  or  under  any  than  ciril  process,  shall  appear  to  be  insane,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  city,  borough,  or  plaoe  where  such 
person  is  imprisoned,  to  inqoire  with  the  aid  of  two  pfaysieians  or  snigeoos  as  to  the  insanity  of 
such  peison,  and  if  it  shall  be  duly  certified  by  such  justices  and  euch  physicians  or  suqgeoos 
that  such  person  is  insane,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of 
State,  upon  receipt  of  such  certificate,  to  direct  by  warrant  under  his  hand,  that  dueh  person  shall 
be  remored  to  such  county  lunatic  asylum,  or  other  proper  receptacle  for  insane  persoBS,  as  the 
said  Secretary  of  State  may  Judge  proper  and  appoint,  and  whereas  it  baa  been  certified 
to  me,  under  the  hands  of  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  two  justices  of  the  peaee,  and  under  the  hands 
of  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  two  surgeons,  being  perHons  authorized  as  aforesaid,  that  John 
Bkckwell  who  was  committed  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1857,  to  Beading  Goal,  for  trial 
on  a  charge  cf  murder,  has  become  insane,  and  whereas  the  Lunatic  Asylum  at  LittleoMre^ 
near  Oxford,  has  been  recommended  to  me  as  a  fit  and  proper  receptacle  for  the  said  limatio, 
and  whereas  it  has  been  certified  to  me  by  two  justices  of  the  peace,  that  they  intend  to  make 
an  order  upon  the  parish  of  Wokingham,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  in  which  the  said  hnatin 
huB  been  adjudged  to  be  settled,  for  the  weekly  maintenance  of  the  said  lunatic  in  a  Innatie 
asylum,  I  do  hereby  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  Parliament  above  recited,  authorise  and  direct 
you  to  remoTe  the  said  John  Black  well  from  the  said  gaol  to  the  said  lunatic  asylum,  there  tfr 
remain,  maintenance  for  the  said  lunatic  to  be  provided  as  aforesaid,  until  further  order  shall 
be  made  herein,  and  for  so  doing  this  shall  be  your  warrant. 

**  Given  at  Whitehall,  27th  May,  1S57. 

**  To  the  Slieriff  of  the  County  of  Berks,  >  '*  G.  GREY." 

and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern,     y 
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OXFORD  CIRCUIT. 

W0BGE8TBB  SuMMEB  Assizes,  1857. 

July  17. 

(Before  Baron  Mabtin.) 
Reg.  v.  Williams,  (a) 

Larceny — Fabe  pretences-^Obtaining  money  by  means  of  a  trick, 

Tke  prisoner  went  into  the  shop  of  the  prosecutor  and  purchased  some  to- 
bacco, the  price  of  which  was  three-halfpence^  and  tendered  a  half  crown 
in  payment.  The prosecutor^s  shopman  put  down  two  shillings  upon 
the  counter,  while  he  was  counting  out  the  rest  of  the  change  in  half- 
pence ;  the  prisoner  took  up  the  two  shillings^  and  pretending  to  throw 
them  into  the  till,  though  in  reality  he  only  threw  back  one,  asked  for 
four  sixpences  instead  of  them  ;  he  received  one  shilling  and  two  six- 
pences* 

Heldy  upon  an  indictment  charging  him  with  stealing  the  shiUing,  that  he 
could  not  he  convicted. 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  one  shilling  the  property 
of  John  Tippin,  at  Evesham. 

I\noell  for  the  prosecution. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution  a  witness  was  called,  who 
deposed  as  follows: — I  am  shopman  to  the  prosecutor.  On 
Friday,  the  10th  of  July,  the  prisoner  came  to  the  shop;  he 
asked  for  half  an  ounce  of  tobacco :  I  served  him  with  it ;  he  pitched 
down  half-a-crown  upon  the  counter.  I  put  two  shillings  down 
upon  the  counter,  and  whilst  I  was  counting  the  halft)ence  out  of 
the  drawer,  which  was  partly  open,  the  prisoner  picked  up  the  two 
shillings  off  the  counter,  and,  as  I  thought,  threw  them  into  the 
till,  and  asked  for  four  sixpences  instead  of  them.  I  gave  him  one 
shilling  and  two  sixpences,  I  also  gave  him  fourpence  halfpenny, 
the  tobacco  coming  to  three-halfpence.  I  suspected  that  some- 
thing was  wrong,  but  did  not  like  to  open  the  drawer  whilst  the 
prisoner  wasthere,  but  immediately  he  had  left  the  shop  I  counted 
the  money  in  the  drawer.  Before  the  prisoner  came  into  the  shop, 
I  had  fourteen  shillings  and  fourpence  in  silver  in  the  drawer.  I 
put  the  half-crown  which  I  received  from  the  prisoner  in,  which 

(a)  Reported  by  R.  Savtyer,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Beg.        would  make  sixteen  shilliDgs  and  ienpence,  and  after  taking  out 

^'  the  two  shillings  for  the  prisoner,  I  ought  to  have  had  fourteen 

iLUAMs.     ghiiijngg  and  tenpence,  but  on  counting  my  money  I  found  that  I  had 

1857.        only  thirteen  shillings  and  tenpence.     After  ne  had  thrown  the 

two  shillings  into  the  drawer,  as  I  thought,  and  as  he  drew  his 

FcJMwr^eneea,  hand  away,  I  saw  his  thumb  bent  close  to  the  palm  of  his  hand ; 
I  saw  him  put  his  hand  into  his  pocket ;  this  made  me  suspect  that 
something  was  wrong. 

Martin,  B. — Mr*  Powell,  bow  do  you  make  out  that  this  is  a 
larceny  ?  If  it  be  anything  at  all,  it  seems  rather  to  amount  to 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretences.  The  witness  appears  to  haye 
laid  the  money  down  upon  the  counter  for  the  prisoner  to  take 
up ;  that  amounts  to  a  parting  with  the  property  in  it,  and  there 
cannot  be  a  conviction  for  larceny. 

PowelL — The  charge  is  made  out,  for  the  possession  of  the 
money  was  never  parted  with ;  it  was  only  put  down  upon  the 
counter  for  the  purpose  of  being  afterwards  handed  over  to  the 
prisoner,  and  he  had  no  right  to  take  it  up.  But  even  if  that  be 
not  so,  the  prisoner  ought  still  to  be  convicted,  for  the  case  comes 
within  a  class  of  offences  which  have  always  been  held  to  amount 
to  larceny.  The  prisoner  has  obtained  the  money  by  means  of  a 
trick ;  R.  v.  Oliver  (4  Taunt.  274),  is  in  point.  That  case  is 
reported  as  follows : — "  The  prisoner  having  obtained  a  quantity 
of  gold  went  to  a  public-house  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne  ;  William  Smith,  the  prosecutor,  who  was  groom  to 
Sir  James  Hall,  and  who  had  about  him  notes  belonging  to  his 
master,  to  a  considerable  amount,  happened  to  enter  the  room 
where  the  prisoner  was;  soon  afterwards  the  priscmer  took  an 
occasion  to  make  a  display  of  his  gold,  when  a  conversation  respect- 
ing it  ensued  between  the  prisoner  and  the  prosecutor ;  the  prose* 
cutor  expressed  a  wish  that  the  prisoner  would  oblige  him  by  some 
gold  in  exchange  for  notes  and  silver ;  the  gold  was  not  to  be 
purchased  at  an  advanced  price,  but  was  to  be  taken  at  its  l^al 
currency.  The  prisoner  stated,  that  if  it  would  be  any  material 
accommodation  to  the  prosecutor,  and  the  prosecutor  would  do  him 
the  same  kindness  on  a  future  occasion,  he  would  let  him  have 
some  gold  in  exchange  for  notes  and  silver;  this  was  done  to  a 
small  amount.  The  prisoner  then  observed  that  if  it  would  be  of 
any  material  service  to  the  prosecutor,  he  could  procure  him  a 
considerable  further  quantity  of  gold,  if  the  prosecutor  would  lay 
down  notes  to  the  amount.  Upon  this  the  prosecutor  paid  to  the 
prisoner  35/.  in  bank  notes,  which  the  prisoner  took  up,  and  went 
out  promising  to  return  immediately  with  the  gold.  The  prisoner 
did  not  return,  and  the  prosecutor  never  saw  him  again  till  be 
was  apprehended.  Upon  these  facts  being  proved.  Wood,  B., 
held  that  the  case  clearly  did  amount  to  larceny,  if  the  jury  beiieved 
the  intention  of  the  pnsoner  was  to  run  away  with  the  notes,  and 
never  to  return  with  the  gold ;  whether  the  prisoner  had  at  the 
time  the  animus  furandi  was  the  sole  point  upon  which  the  ques- 
tion turned."     So  here,  the  jury  would  be  of  opinion  that  the 
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prifloner  went  into  the  shop  for  the  purpose  of  getting  possession       ^^ 
of  the  money,  and  if  that  was  so  he  oognt  to  be  convicted.  Williams. 

Martin,  R — No ;  the  decision  in  the  case  you  refer  to  was 

quite  right,  but  it  does  not  apply*     The  case  against  the  prisoner       

here  is,  that  he  pretended  that  he  bad  returned  the  whole  of  the     Lareenp-^ 
money,  when  in  reality  he  had  only  returned  one  shilling.     He  FaUe  preteneet. 
cannol^  therefore,  be  convicted  upon  this  indictment,  though  it 
might  be  otherwise  if  he  had  been  indicted  for  obtaining  the  shilling  * 
by  fiUse  pretences.  Verdict — Not  Guilty. 


1857. 


OXFORD  CIRCUIT. 

Stafford  Summer  Assizes,  1857. 

July  23. 

(Before  Baron  Mabtik.) 

Reg.  v.  Jackson  and  Another*  (a) 

Murder — Pritoners    charged  with  a  joint  offence — Separate  truzU—^ 

Common  unlawful  object. 

Where  two  persons  charged  with  murder  by  the  same  indictment  had 
made  siatementg  implicating  one  another^  and  those  statements  were 
evidence  for  the  prosecution^  the  courts  upon  the  application  of  the 
counsel  appearing  for  one  prisoner^  allowed  them  to  have  sepanUe 
trials. 

Where  two  persons  go  out  with  the  common  object  of  robbing  a  third 
person^  and  one  ofthem^  in  pursuit  of  that  common  object^  does  an  act 
which  causes  the  death  of  that  third  person^  under  such  circumstances 
as  to  be  murder  in  him  who  does  the  acty  it  is  murder  in  the  other 
also. 

GEORGE  JACKSON,  and  Charles  Brown  were  indicted  for 
the  wilful  murder  of  William  Charlesworth,  on  the  23rd  of 
May,  1857,  at  the  parish  of  Abbott's  Bromley. 

Kenealey. — It  appears  upon  the  depositions  that  the  two  pri- 
soners have  respectively  made  statements  implicating  one  an* 
other  as  being  connected  with  the  charge  which  is  to  be  inquired 
into*    One  of  those  statements  was  made  by  the  prisoner  Jackson 

(a)  Reported  by  R.  Sawtkr,  Esq.,  BarriBter-at-Law. 
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Bbo.  when  before  the  magistrates,   and  the  other  was  made  by  the 

^*  prisoner  Brown  to  an  inspector  of  police.    They  will  be  fifiTen  in 

^^  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  prosecntion^  and  will  necessarily  influence 

AwoTHBB.  the  minds  of  the  jury.     It  is  suggested,  therefore,  that  the  only 

"~~  way  to  insure  a  fair  trial,  is  to  try  the  prisoners  separately,  so  that 

'  the  statement  of  the  one  may  not  be  in  evidence  before  the  jury 

Evidence^  upon  the  trial  of  the  other. 
^?^^H^°^^     Bramwell,  B. — I  have  spoken  to  my  brother  Martin,  and  we 

ojfmcB.  ^y^  ^\^^^  if  i|.  ig  wished  that  the  prisoners  should  be  tried 

separately,  it  ought,  under  the  circumstances,  to  be  allowed. 

The  prisoner  Jackson  was  then  given  in  charge  to  the  jury. 

It  w^as  alleged  by  the  prosecution,  that  on  the  night  in  question 
the  prisoner  and  other  persons  were  at  a  public-house,  called  the 
Coach  and  Horses,  to  which  the  deceased  came  in  the  course  of 
the  evening ;  that  after  the  deceased  had  gone  away,  the  prisoner 
and  Charles  Brown  followed  him  for  the  purpose  of  robbing  him, 
and  that  in  pursuance  of  that  object,  the  prisoner,  or  Charles 
Brown,  or  both  of  them,  struck  him  on  the  head  with  a  large 
hedge-stake,  and  thus  caused  his  death.  In  addition  to  evidence 
which  was  produced  to  support  these  alleged  facts,  it  was  proved 
that  the  pnsoner  had,  when  he  was  before  the  magistrates,  made 
the  following  statement,  being  the  one  first  above  alluded  to : — ''  I 
went  to  the  Coach  and  Horses  on  Friday  night.  I  was  looking  at 
them  bowling,  and  they  would  make  me  one  of  the  bowlers,  and  I 
did  sa  Brown  and  me  had  a  jug  of  ale  or  two.  I  sat  against  Mr. 
Bamford ;  they  sat  on  the  other  side.  Bamford  and  Charlesworth 
quarrelled  about  selling  some  barlev.  John  Cresswell  and  Brown 
were  making  it  out  to  go  and  frighten  Charlesworth.  Cresswell 
said,  '  I'll  go  and  put  a  jacket  on  that  they  will  not  know  me.' 
Then  against  Fitchett's  hedge,  he  said  to  me,  *  You  must  not  say 
anything;  we  shall  have  something  to-night.'  He  said  to  me  and 
Brown,  '  Go  on  after  him,  and  I  will  foUow.'  I  felt  very  tipsy, 
and  me  and  Brown  went  on ;  I  was  going  lumie,  and  Brown  says 
to  me,  *  Oh,  come,  come  on,  we  shall  have  some  money  to-night.* 
I  was  so  tipsy  that  I  was  persuaded.  I  was  so  tipsy  that  I  did  not 
know  what  I  was  doing  of;  I  did  pull  that  stake  out  of  the  hedge ;  I 
was  going  along,  and  Mr.  Charlesworth  asked  me  where  I  was  going 
along  the  road.  He  fetched  me  a  stroke  with  his  stick.  He  said, 
*  I  know  you  are  after  me :  you  want  to  rob  me.'  He  up  with  hia 
stick  to  strike  me  again.  I  got  this  stake  and  catched  him  at  the 
back  of  the  head,  and  knocked  him  down.  I  was  sorry.  After 
that  I  tumbled  myself.  I  was  so  tipsy,  I  did  not  know  what  I 
was  doin^.  I  was  sorry  I  did  do  it,  and  that  was  all  I  did  at  him. 
Brown  picked  his  pocket,  and  gave  me  the  money,  and  I  put  it 
into  mine.  He  picked  up  the  stake ;  whether  he  hit  him,  I  cannot 
tell,  I  was  so  put  about.  I  sat  on  the  hedge ;  I  was  rather  sick. 
Directly  after,  he  said,  *  Come  on :'  so  we  did,  and  went  off.  We 
went  along  the  road  across  the  fields.  He  asked  me  for  some 
money,  and  I  gave  him  three  half-crowns.  He  said  the  other 
would  do  towards  night ;  so  we  parted  at  that     I  saw  no  more  of 
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him  till  next  day^  at  the  Coadi  and  HoreeSi  Dulcimer  (Cresswell)        fino. 
came  to  me,  and  said,  ^  You  must  not  say  anything.'"  ^' 

The  jury  fonnd  the  prisoner  Guilty.  ^^i^ 

Charles  Brown  was  then  given  in  charge  to  the  jury.     The     Amothkr. 
same  facts  were  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  as  in  the  case 
of  Jackson,  and  proved^  except  that  the  statement  of  Jackson  was 
not  put  in,  and  it  was  proved  in  addition  that  the  prisoner  had  made    Eouifw»-^ 
the  following  statement,  being  the  one  secondly  above  referred  to;  Synrntetnai-^ 
'*  I  was  at  the  Coach  and  Horses.     Qeorge  Jackson,  Dulcimer  <>/««««• 

Jack  (CresBwellX  H.  Murray,  and  C.  Harvey  were  there  last 
night,  May  22na.  We  were  drinking  one  among  another.  Mr. 
Cburlesworth,  of  Rake  End,  came  in.  Dulcimer  Jack  said  to  me 
and  Jackson,  ^  We'll  go  and  frighten  Mr.  Charles  worth.'  We 
all  went  out  together,  leaving  Mr.  Charlesworth  in  the  house.  We 
all  went  together  as  far  as  Mr.  Bannister's,  about  fifty  yards,  where 
Dulcimer  Jack  sat  down  on  the  bank ;  I  and  Jackson  left  him. 
While  we  were  all  together,  I  heard  Mr.  Charlesworth  come  out 
of  the  Coach  and  Horses.  Then  I  and  Jackson  went  along  the 
road  as  far  as  the  Cross  of  the  Hand.  I  went  on  a  few  yards,  and 
then  I  turned  back  again,  and  found  Jackson  and  Charlesworth 
together  talking.  Jackson  held  the  large  hedge-stake,  which  the 
police  have  got,  behind  him.  This  was  a  little  before  two  o'clock 
this  morning.  I  don't  know  what  passed  between  Jackson  and 
Charlesworth.  Mr.  Charlesworth  passed  on  towards  his  house. 
Jackson  and  I  followed ;  Jackson  said,  ^  Now  is  the  time.'  He 
then  went  up  to  him  and  struck  him  on  the  side  of  the  neck  with 
the  hedge-stake  he  had  with  him.  Mr.  Charlesworth  fell  down, 
and  when  he  was  down  Jackson  struck  him  with  the  stick  and 
kicked  him  on  the  side  of  the  head.  I  did  not  hit  or  kick  him 
at  all;  I  did  not  hear  him  make  any  noise,  neither  did  he  struggle. 
Jackson  and  I  then  turned  him  on  his  back,  he  having  fallen  on 
his  faoeu  I  searched  one  of  the  pockets,  and  Jackson  the  other, 
I  took  some  silver  out  of  the  pocket  I  searched,  and  Jackson  took 
out  some  gold,  silver,  and,  I  believe,  a  5L  note.  I  gave  what  I 
found  in  the  pocket  to  Jackson ;  all  of  it.  We  then  returned 
towards  Bromley  up  Broad-lane ;  I  went  with  Jackson  as  far  as 
Mr.  Murray's  middle  stile.  I  then  asked  him  for  some  money,  and 
he  gave  me  two  half-crowns.  I  then  wished  him  good  night,  and 
left  him.  Dulcimer  Jack  told  us  only  to  frighten  him.  When 
we  had  left  Dulcimer  Jack,  Jackson  said,  ^  Let  us  stun  him,  and 
take  hia  money.'  The  above  statement  is  the  truth,  and  I  make 
it  voluntarily,  having  been  cautioned  by  Inspector  Crisp  that  what 
I  might  say  would  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  might  be  used 

■S*^"**  "»*•  ♦'  Chables  Bbown." 

When  before  the  magistrates,  and  after  the  prisoner  Jackson 
had  made  his  statement,  the  prisoner  Brown  stated  as  follows : — 
*^  I  did  not  pick  up  the  stake ;  I  did  not  persuade  him  to  go  on 
with  me.  1  picked  one  pocket,  and  he  picked  another.  I  gave 
him  the  money,  und  he  gave  me  two  haU'-crowns,  and  that  is  all." 
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^■»-  Coohe  EvanSi  in  addressing  the  jury. — There  is  nothing  to  show 

Jacksou     ^^^^  ^^^  '^'^w  which  caused  the  death  was  struck  by  the  prisoner, 

AND        or  that  he  was  a  confederate  for  the  purpose  of  doing  anything 

Another.     ^Qfe  than  taking  the  money  of    the  deceased.      The    prisoner 

jg57^       cannot  be  convicted  of  murder,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  murder 

— '•       was  committed  in  the  prosecution  of  some  unlawful  purpose  of  the 

Evidence—    prisoner.    Mr.  Greaves  in  his  edition  of  Kussell  on  Crimes^  vol. 

-Ja^1>^.  i.  p.  29,  after  stating  the  general  rule  upon  the  subject,  says, 

"But  this  will  apply  only  to  a  case  wnere  the  murder  was 

committed  in  prosecution  of  some  unlawful  purpose,  some  common 

design  in  which  the  combining  parties  were  united,  and  for  the 

effecting  whereof  they  had  assembled ;  for,  unless  this  shall  appear, 

though  the  person  giving  the  blow  may  himself  be  guilty  of  murder 

or  manslaughter,  yet  the  others,  who  came  together  for  a  different 

purpose,  will  not  be  involved  in  his  guilt.     Thus,  where  three 

soldiers  went  together  to  rob  an  orchard,  two  got  upon  a  pear-tree, 

and  the  third  stood  at  the  gate  with  a  drawn  sword  in  his  hand, 

and  the  owner's  son  coming  by,  collared  the  man  at  the  gate,  and 

asked  him  what  business  he  had  there,   whereupon  the  soldier 

stabbed  him,  it  was  ruled  to  be  murder  in  the  man  who  stabbed, 

but  that  those  on  the  tieewere  innocent:"  (Forst.  353.)    He  citea 

also  R,  V.  Howell  (9  C.  &  P.  437),  where  the  law  upon  the  subject 

was  laid  down  by  Littledale,  J.,  at  great  length.     It  is  submitted 

that  the  charge  is  not  made  out  against  the  prisoner,  as  it  is  not 

shown  that  he  was  at  all  concerned  in  the  act  which  caused  the 

death  of  the  deceased. 

Bramwell,  B.  (in  summing  up  to  the  jury.) — The  rule  of  law 
is  this, — if  two  persons  are  engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  an  unlawful 
object,  the  two  having  the  same  object  in  view,  and,  in  the  pursuit 
of  that  common  object,  one  of  them  does  an  act  which  is  the  cause 
of  death,  under  such  circumstances  that  it  amounts  to  murder  in 
him,  it  is  murder  in  the  other  also.  The  cases  which  hare  been 
referred  to  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  may  be  explained  in  this  way* 
The  object  for  which  the  parties  went  out  was  comparatively  a  trifling 
one,  and  it  is  almost  impossible  to  suppose  that  if  one  had  com- 
mitted a  murder  while  engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  such  an  object,  the 
act  could  have  been  done  in  furtherance  of  the  common  object 
they  bad  in  view,  which  was  comparatively  so  unimportant.  There 
is  evidence  in  the  present  case  of  the  prisoner  and  Jackson  going 
together  with  the  intention  of  robbing  Charlesworth  the  deceased. 
If  you  believe  the  statement  made  by  the  prisoner  that  Jackson 
gave  the  blow  of  which  Charlesworth  died,  it  was  clearly  murder 
in  him.  Then  was  the  blow  given  in  furtherance  of  the  common 
object  ?  It  may  be  illustrated  in  this  way.  Suppose  two  men  go 
out  together,  and  one  of  them  holds  a  third  man  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  his  companion  to  cut  that  man's  throat,  and  his  companion 
does  so,  no  one  could  doubt  that  they  are  both  equally  guilty  of 
murder.  The  guilt  of  both  would  be  the  same.  Therefore  I 
leave  the  case  to  you  in  this  way.  If  you  find  the  common  unlaw- 
ul  object  in  the  two  prisoners,  and  death  ensuing  from  the  act  of 
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Jackson  in  pursuance  of  that  common  unlawful  object,  under  such  Rso. 

circumstances  that  it  was  murder  in  him^  it  is  your  duty  to  find  j^  ** 

the  prisoner  guilty.                                                  Verdict —  Guilty.  ^3,1,  * 

Motleram  and  Cfey,  for  the  prosecution.  Asothbr, 

Kenealey^  for  the  prisoner  Jackson. 

Cooke  JEvans,  for  the  prisoner  Brown. 


1857. 


Evidence — 

Separate  trial 

— JohU  offeaoe. 


OXFOED  CIRCUIT. 

Shbopshire  Summeb  Assizes^  1857. 

July  27. 
(Before  Baron  Mabttn,) 

Reg.  r.  Yates,  {a) 

# 

Costs  of  prosecution — Manslaughter — Right  of  father  of  deceased  to 
prosecute — Person  appearing  on  recognizance  to  prosecute — 7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  s.  22. 

In  a  case  of  manslaughter^  the  father  of  the  deceased  retained  an  attorney 
to  prosecfite  the  person  charged.  In  pursuance  of  this  retainer,  the 
attorney  prepared  and  delivered  briefs  to  counsel  at  the  assizes,  with 
instructions  to  conduct  the  prosecution,  A  constable  of  the  county 
police  had  been  bound  over  by  recognizance  to  prosecute,  and  the 
solicitor  for  the  police,  in  pursuance  of  general  orders  given  to  him  by 
the  constabulary  committee^  prepared  atid  delivered  a  brief  to  counsel : 

Held,  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  order  that  the  attorney  who  had ' 
been  retained  by  the  father  should  be  allowed  the  costs  of  preparing 
briefs,  SfC* 

THE  prisoner,  John  Yates,  was  indicted  for  the  manslaughter 
of  Charles  Elliott,  at  the  parish  of  AUrighton : — 
Cook  Evans  and  Talfourdj  for  the  prosecdtion. 
Corbett,  for  the  prosecution. 

The  prisoner  had  been  charged  before  the  ccmmitting  magis- 
trates with  the  offence  above  mentioned,  and  had  been  duly 
committed  for  trial.  Two  days  after  the  death,  the  father  of 
the  deceased  gave  a  retainer  to  a  Mr.  Hughes,  an  attorney, 
authorizing  him  "  to  prepare,  present,  and  prosecute  a  bill  of  indict- 

(a^  Reported  bj  R.  Sawybb,  Esq.,  BarrUter-at  Law. 
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Bna.        ment  at  the  next  assizes  to  be  holden,  &oJ*  In  pursuance  of  this  re- 
Tatbb.       tainer,  Mr.  Hughes  prepared  briefs,  and  delivered  them  to  counsel  to 

prosecute  the  prisoner.     He  also  applied  to  the  coroner  for  copies 

1857.       of  the  depositions,  and  had  paid  a  sum  of  12.  3^.  10^.  for  them. 

^^^f  The  magistrates  who  had  committed  the  prisoner  for  trial  had 
proseeuHon—  bound  over  a  constable  of  the  county  police  to  prosecute,  and  as 
Attorney,  was  usual  in  such  cases,  and  in  pursuance  of  general  orders  given 
to  the  solicitor  of  the  police  force,  by  the  constabulary  committee 
for  the  county,  that  gentleman  had  prepared  a  brief,  which  he  had 
delivered  to  another  counsel  (Corbett),  with  instructions  to  con- 
duct the  prosecution. 

Cook  Evans, — The  father  of  the  deceased  had  a  right  to  retain 
an  attorney  to  prosecute,  but  it  is  suggested  by  the  officer  of  the 
court  that  it  is  questionable  whether  the  costs  of  that  attorney 
in  carrying  on  the  prosecution  can  be  allowed. 

Martix,  B. — It  certainly  appears  to  be  satisfactory  that  the 
friends  of  the  deceased  should  be  allowed  to  prosecute  if  they 
choose  to  do  so,  and  that  the  expenses  they  are  put  to  should  be 
allowed,  but  it  is  clear  that  I  must  allow  the  expenses  of  preparing 
the  brief  which  has  been  delivered  to  Mr.  Corbett. 

Cook  Evans. — The  questi(Hi  turns  upon  the  proper  construction 
to  be  put  upon  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  22,  which  enables  the  court 
to  allow  the  costs  of  the  prosecution.  It  is  in  these  words,  **  and 
with  regard  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  prosecutions  in 
cases  of  felony,  be  it  enacted,  that  the  court  before  which  any 
person  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  for  any  felony, .is  hereby 
authorized  and  empowered  at  the  request  of  the  prosecutor,  or  of 
any  other  person,  who  shall  appear  on  recognizance  or  subpoena, 
to  prosecute  or  give  evidence  against  any  person  accused  of  any 
felony,  to  order  payment  unto  the  prosecutors  of  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses which  such  prosecutor  shall  incur  in  preparing  the  indictment, 
and  also  payment  to  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses  for  the  prose- 
cution of  such  sums  of  money  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  reasonable 
and  sufficient  to  reimburse  such  prosecutor  and  witnesses,  for  the 
expenses  they  shall  have  severally  incurred  in  attending  before  the 
examining  magistrate  or  magistrates  and  the  grand  jury,  and  in 
otherwise  carrying  on  such  prosecution,  and  also  to  compensate  them 
for  their  trouble  and  loss  of  time  therein.^  It  is  submitted,  that  under 
the  powers  given  by  this  section,  the  expenses  which  Mr.  Hughes 
has  been  put  to  in  carrying  on  the  prosecution  may  be  allowed  by 
the  court,  and  also  that  they  ought  to  be  so  allowed.  The  ftither  of 
the  deceased  would  appear  to  be  the  proper  person  to  give  instruc- 
tions for  the  prosecution,  and  if  not  allowed  in  this  case,  it  will 
amount  to  laying  down  a  rule,  that  in  no  case  could  such  expenses 
be  allowed.  Suppose  this  was  a  case  of  burglary,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  person  whose  house  was  broken  into  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  to  give  instructions  to  an  attorney,  and  thus  take  care 
that  the  prosecution  for  the  offence  by  which  he  has  suffered 
injury  should  be  properly  conducted :  that  is  almost  the  same  as 
the  present  case,  in  which  the  father  is  the  person  who  has  suffered 
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injury  by  the  death  of  hie  child,  and  who  is  most  interested  in  the        ^^' 
prosecation.     The  rule,  which  appears  to  have  been  made  by  the      YatIes. 

magistrates  of  the  county,  cannot  be  binding  upon  the  judge  at        

the  assizes,  however  proper  such  a  rule  may  be.     It  may  be  that       ^J^- 
"the  prosecutor"  is  one  person,  and  the  person  "who  shall  appear      Cotuof 
on  recognizance  to  prosecute"  is  another.     The  coroner  has  recog-  prosecutionr^ 
nized  Mr.  Hughes  as  being  the  attorney  for  the  prosecution.     It     ^<<«»^^- 
is  therefore  suomitted  that  the  costs  should  be  allowed. 

Martin,  B.  (after  consulting  with  Bbamwell,  B.) — The 
question  is»  whether  I  can  allow  a  double  set  of  costs,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  have  no  power  to  do  so.  The  person  who  is  bound 
over  to  prosecute  is  really  the  prosecutor,  and  is  obliged  to  appear. 
It  13  not  the  same  as  a  case  of  burglary,  for  the  person  whose 
house  is  broken  into  is  interested  in  the  prosecution,  but  here  the 
person  interested  is  dead.  The  coroner  has  only  recognized  Mr* 
nuphes  as  the  attorney  for  the  prosecution,  by  sending  to  him  copies 
of  the  depositions.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  have  no  power  to  order 
that  these  costs  should  be  allowed^  and  my  brother  Bramwell 
agrees  with  me.  Costs  disallatoecL 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  21. 

(Before  Cockburn,  CJ.,  Erle,  Williams  and  Crompton, 

JJ.^  and  (Channell,  B. 

Reg.  v.  Watson,  {a) 

False  Pretences-^FVosecutor  induced  to  enter  into  partnership  and  to 
advance  money  as  part  of  the  capital  of  the  concern. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences^ 
it  teas  proved  that  the  prosecutor^  upon  the  faith  of  certain  representa- 
tions made  to  him  by  the  prisoner^  entered  into  a  partnership  unth 
him  and  advanced  money  as  part  of  the  capital  of  the  firm  : 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances,  a  conviction  could  not  he 
sustained. 

AT  the  Midsummer  Sessions  held  at  Bury  St.  Edmunds  in 
July,  18579  Robert  Watson  and  Mary  his  wife  were 
indicted  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences^  upon  the 
indictmenti  a  copy  of  which  is  hereunto  annexed. 

The  female  prisoner  was  acquitted  during  the  trial ;  the  male 
prisoner  was  convicted  upon  the  three  first  counts  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  to  hard  labour  in  the 
House  of  Correction  at  Bury  St.  Edmunds  for  six  calendar 
months,  but  upon  application  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  for  a  case 
for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  a  matter  which  ought  to  have  been  decided  by  a  civil 
action,  and  not  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prose- 
cution, the  court  respited  the  judgment,  upon  the  defendant 
finding  bail  himself  in  lOOA,  and  two  sureties  in  100/.  each,  upon 
condition  that  he  appear  and  render  himself  when  called  upon. 

The  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  were  called  upon  to  decide, 
as  entered  in  the  chairman's  notes,  was  as  follows : 

Joseph  Irving :  I  am  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England  and 
prosecutor.  On  January  31, 1  saw  an  advertisement  in  the  THmes. 
^'  Partnership.  Wanted,  a  partner  who  can  command  a  moderate 
amount  of  capital,  to  join  an  established  mercantile  business  in 
the  country,  of  gentlemanly  character.     No  one  need  apply  who 

(a)  Beported  b/  A.  Bittlbstok,  Esq.,  Barrbter-at-Law. 
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cannot  give  first-class  referencesi  as  the  respectability  of  the  party       ^^' 
is  more  the  object  of  the  party  than  capital.     Address,  post  paid,     Watsoh. 

to  *  Beta/  Post  Office,  Colchester,  Essex.''    I  answered  it,  and  re-        

quested  particulars  of  the  partnership  to  be  directed  to  **  Dr.  Irving,        ]^^ 
Hill-road,  St,  John's    Wood,   London/'     February  3,  1857,    I  False  preunea 
received  a  letter  from  Watson.  —Exaggeratkn 

*•  Wiston  House,  Wiston,  ofprofiuma 

"  Suffolk,  Feb.  3,  1857.  ^^^A 
'*  Sir, — I  received  your  letter  in  answer  to  my  advertisement, 
addressed  to  *  Beta,'  Post  Office,  Colchester.  My  business  is  that 
of  a  country  merchant,  and  my  object  is  to  receive  a  gentleman 
into  my  business  who  will  unite  with  me  in  the  general  duties  of 
the  same  and  coincide  in  the  management,  &&  &c.,  which  is  con- 
ducted without  risk;  my  connexion  very  old  cj^tablished,  and  the 
profits  very  considerable  and  done  principally  for  cash.  My 
customers  are  amongst  the  first  farmers  in  the  county.  I  make 
large  sales  in  linseed  and  rape  cakes,  &c.  &c.,  for  agricultural 
purposes,  and  do  considerably  with  two  of  the  first  breweries  in 
Ixmdon  in  ^tout  and  porter,  which  I  supply  wholesale  to  private 
fi&milies.  The  calling  is  considered  gentlemanly  and  not  of  a 
sedentary  character,  the  principal  part  of  my  time  being  occupied 
in  riding  round  amongst  my  connexion  and  in  attending  diiferent 
markets,  where  I  make  sales  and  receive  my  assets.  And  now  as  to 
capital ;  I  am  in  excellent  credit  and  have  ample  capital  to  conduct: 
my  business :  therefore  the  amount  that  you  can  command  will  only 
be  a  secondary  consideration  if  we  can  agree  on  the  other  points,  but 
I  hope  you  will  not  hesitate  to  state  what  amount  you  have  at 
liberty.  I  think  we  cannot  fully  understand  each  other  without 
an  interview,  and  as  it  is  probable  I  shall  be  in  London  within  a 
week  or  ten  days,  if  you  think  further  of  the  matter,  I  propose 
that  you  shall  call  upon  me  at  the  Four  Swans  Hotel,  Bishopsgate 
SStreet,  London ;  this  will  give  us  both  an  opportunity  of  judging 
as  to  the  probability  of  a  partnership.  I  will  let  you  know  upon 
what  day  upon  hearing  from  you  again. 

"  1  am.  Sir, 

**  Yours  most  obediently, 

•*R  Watson." 
I  went  to  the  Four  Swans  on  February  13th,  about  eleven  in  the 
morning;  Watson  was  there.  He  stated  he  had  an  order  from 
Hoare's  to  make  as  much  malt  as  he  could  for  them.  Messrs.  Hoare 
were  large  brewers  in  London.  The  contract  was  worth  20002^  a 
year  at  least.  He  said  he  had  ample  capital  to  carry  on  the  business, 
and  his  credit  was  as  good  as  any  man  could  have.  He  said  he  did 
not  want  the  money  to  carry  on  the  business,  he  had  plenty  of 
capital,  but  he  wished  my  money  to  give  me  an  interest  in  the 
business.  He  said  the  profit  was  4^.  per  quarter.  He  asked  what 
amount  of  capital  I  had ;  I  said  500/.,  and  that  if  the  business  was  as 
he  stated  I  had  no  objection  to  advance  500/.  or  1000/.  more.  He  also 
stated  he  had  a  porter  business,  the  particulars  of  which  he  would 
give  me  at  Wiston.     I  made  an  appointment  to  go  on  the  17th. 
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Beo.        Mrs.  Watson  was  present  at  the  latter  part  of  the  conversation  ; 

_  ^'         she  said  they  had  the  malting  with  the  Messrs.  Hoare,  and  also 

^^'     a  large  porter  business.     I  went  to  Wiston  House,  Nayland,  on 

1857.        the  17th;  on  the  morning  of  the  18th,  Watson  took  out  a  letter 

Faige — ten     ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  Hoare's,  about  the  contract  to  make  malt ; 

^Ext^ieraUon  that  it  Contained  the  terms  he  had  told  me  in  London.      Mrs. 

of  profits  on  a  Watson  was  in  the  room.    He  produced  a  sample  of  malt  which  he 

'^'^ftwrV*^    said  was  what  he  was  making  at  the  Hy  the,  Colchester.     He  said 

^^.     '  *^'    he  was  going  to  buy  a  large  quantity  of  wood  for  his  malting  at 

Hythe ;  that  he  had  heard  Mr.  Kobinson  had  wood  to  sell  at  Had- 

leigh,  which  would  cost  5002.  at  least,  and  that  he  intended  to  buy 

it;  that  he  was  looking  out  for  two  or  three  maltings,  and  was 

going  to  ask  his  friend  Postans  to  get  them. 

Average  sales  from  thirty  or  forty  barrels  per  week.  Calculate 
two-thirds  for  the  family  trade,  and  one-third  for  the  hotel  keepers. 
For  the  family  trade,  twenty  barrels  or  forty  kilderkin& 

£  s.  d» 
Forty  kilderkins  at  a  profit  of  9s.  per  kilderkin  .18  0  0 
Ten  barrels  at  a  profit  of  5s.  per  barrel      •        .     2  10    0 

£20  10     0 
Average  sales  in  oil  cake  amount  to  ten  tons  per  week. 
Average  profit,  IL  per  ton. 

Profit  on  ten  tons 10    0     0 

Profit  on  porter 20  10    0 

£30  10  0 
Watson  was  not  in  the  room  when  this  paper  was  given  me,  but 
came  in  immediately.  The  money  passed  before  Mrs.  Watson 
gave  me  this.  I  believed  the  representations  made  by  both  the  defen- 
dants. I  paid  202.  because  I  really  believed  the  contract  with 
Messrs.  Hoare  was  true.  This  was  my  sole  reason.  Mrs.  Watson 
gave  me  the  agreement,  I  saw  her  write  it.  It  was  not  stamped 
then ;'  I  paid  the  20Z.  before  that  agreement  was  written.  Watson 
was  in  and  out.     He  gave  no  directions ;  we  both  signed  it. 

**  Memorandum  of  Agreement  made  this  18th  day  of  Feb.,  1857, 
between  Joseph  Irving,  Hill  Road,  St.  John's  Wood,  London,  and 
R.  Watson,  Merchant,  Wiston,  Suffolk.  It  is  now  agreed,  that  in 
consideration  of  K.  Watson  admitting  J.  Irving  into  his  business^ 
and  giving  him  one-half  share  of  the  profits  of  the  same,  Joseph 
Irving  will  advance  the  sum  of  500L ;  202.  to  be  paid  on  the 
signing  of  this  agreement,  and  a  further  sum  of  380/.  to  be  paid 
within  four  days  from  the  signing  of  this  agreement,  and  a  further 
sum  of  100/.  to  be  paid  on  the  25th  of  March  next.  And  it  is 
also  clearly  and  distinctly  understood  that  the  said  R.  Watson  and 
J.  Irving  will  give  their  whole  time  and  attention  to  promote 
the  interest  and  general  benefit  of  the  same. 

''  Signed  this  18th  day  of  Feb.,  1857.  *<R.  Watson, 

*^  Witness,  Maky  Watson.  **  J.  Irving." 

I  parted  with  my  money  on  the  faith  of  these  representations. 
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1  bought  a  bouse  at  Stratford,  seven  miles  from  Nay  land.      I       Rbo. 
should  not  have  bought  it  but  from  their  representations;  I  never      ^^took. 

weut  to  live  there.     I  was  backwards  and  forwards  to  London  till        ' 

May  16.      On  the  7th  of  May,  Watson  repeated  that  the  profits        i^^^?. 
were  very  large.      I  never  oould  get  sight  of  the  books^  nor  did  I  jra&e  pretencea 
ever  get  any  money.      There  was  very  little  business  carried  on.  ^ExaygeraHum 
I  bought  the  house  of  Postans.     May  the  Idth  was  the  first  day  I  of  prof u  <ma 
had  any  idea  the  business  was  a  rotten  concern.      I  went  to    ^^ll^^km. 
Harris  with  Postans.     Watson  told  me  he  dealt  with  Harris  for 
oil  cake.     May  16th :  Went  to  Watson's  house ;  I,  Postans,  and 
Bobinson  saw  Watson ;  first  Watson  stated  he  would  not  say  any- 
thing except  in  the  presence  of  his  solicitor.      He  said  he  had  no 
capital ;  he  had  credit  and  he  considered  that  capitaL     He  said  his 

Sfter  trade  was  a  very  good  one  and  he  did  a  great  deal  of  business, 
e  shortly  after  went  away.     He  did  not  return  for  some  hours ; 
we  waited,  Mrs.  Watson  begged  us  to  wait. 

Mr.  Robinson  said  she  must  be  careful  what  she  said,  as  both  she 
and  her  husband  had  rendered  themselves  liable  to  a  criminal 
prosecution;  she  said  she  was  very  sorry  for  the  part  she  had  taken 
m  it,  that  they  bad  both  duped  me,  and  there  was  very  little 
business ;  that  only  50/L  of  porter  had  been  bought  since  the  begin- 
ning of  the  year ;  that  Watson  kept  no  books  and  had  none,  and  that 
tny  entries  that  were  made  of  the  business  were  made  by  herself. 
She  said,  over  and  over  again,  could  there  not  be  some  arrangement 
entered  into.  When  Watson  came  back  she  said  for  what  he  had 
done  he  ought  to  go  down  on  his  knees  and  beg  my  pardon. 
Watson  said,  ^*  I  do  beg  his  pardon." 

Cross-examined,  for  Watson. — The  money  I  paid  was  my  own 
dividend  from  the  British  Bank.     A  clergyman  twenty  years;  no 

{referment.  I  am  married ;  never  answered  advertisements  before, 
assumed  the  name  of  Dr.  Irving,  as  the  advertiser  assumed  that 
of  **  Beta.**  It  was  four  or  five  weeks  before  I  told  Watson  I  was 
a  cleigyman.  I  passed  as  Mr.  Irving.  A  considerable  time  after 
I  was  introduced  to  Postans  as  Watson's  partner  at  my  request. 
My  attention  was  not  called  to  any  particular  business  (Letter, 
Feb.  3).  A  merchant's  business ;  nothing  about  malting.  Wat- 
son stated  at  the  Four  Swans  the  profit  was  2000/.  a  year.  I  did 
sappoee  I  was  to  receive  1000/.  a  year  for  the  payment  of 
56oiL  He  said  he  wanted  mv  money  to  give  me  an  interest  in  the 
business.  It  was  to  be  at  his  bankers  to  add  to  his  other  capital. 
I  paid  the  500/.  to  give  me  an  interest  in  the  business.  I  would  nave 
nothing  to  do  with  selling  the  porter;  my  business  was  with  the 
malting;  but  I  was  to  receive  the  profits  ;  I  knew  nothing  of 
niaking  malt ;  I  was  to  superintend  generally.  I  was  to  receive 
loco/.;  so  he  said,  and  so  I  believed  it.  I  was  on  friendly  terms 
with  the  Watsons ;  went  out  together.  I  was  never  allowed  to  go 
by  myself  or  I  should  have  found  out  there  were  no  maltinffs. 
In  February  I  made  inquiries ;  Watson  said  he  had  finished  malt- 
ing and  sold  his  malt ;  he  told  me  there  would  be  a  good  deal 
made ;  I  did  not  ascertain  because  I  never  doubted  his  word.     At 
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Rbo.       Watson's  request  I  bought  a  house,  \400L  ;  it  is  not  paid  for ; 
^^^'         have  been  offered  100/.  more  than  I  gave  for  it.      I  don't  know 

"      Harrison ;  I  bave  written  to  him ;  firat,  shortly  after  May  7th.   I  ex- 

1657.        pected  the  profits  would  be  divided  in  August,  and  would  be  oon- 

FahT'^Ztences  ^^^^^^^^^'   ^  expected  an  appointment  to  a  Urammar-school  at  Wis- 

—Exagfferaiian  beach  ;  I  did  not  accept  it.     I  expected  Harrison  to  give  me  300il 

of  profits  on  a  making  SOOil;  when  I  knew  the  thing  was  not  as  represented,  I  with- 

^^^^^    drew  my  letter;  I  would  not  deceive  any  man.  When  the  sample  of 

*^'    malt  was  produced  Watson  first  said  it  was  made  by  himself,  then 

he  said  it  was  made  by  Brown  of  Nayland.    He  never  gave  me  the 

letter  but  appeared  to  read  from  it.    1  did  not  ask  for  it ;  I  believed 

what  he  said. 

Cross-examined  for  Mary  Watson. — I  wrote  on  the  same  day, 
January  31st ;  eighteen  days  after  concluded  the  bargain  ;  I  paid 
5002.  in  expectation  of  receiving  1000/.  a  year  by  half  yearly  pay- 
ments ;  I  was  to  get  500/.  back  in  six  months,  and  then  1000/.  a 
year.  I  was  ready  to  do  anything ;  I  did  nothing*  I  spent  two 
months  backwards  and  forwards,  1  ofifered  to  do  anything  in  the 
oflSce,  to  write  letters ;  I  bought  a  gig  to  go  about.  Always  at 
Watson's  house,  never  made  any  compensation  to  Watsoo. 
Watson  told  me  they  malted  all  the  year,  I  learned  they  did  not 
malt  in  hot  weather.  Did  not  ask  to  look  at  the  books  before  I 
entered  the  partnership.  The  malting  was  my  temptation; 
porter  of  secondary  importance.  I  went  to  the  house  about  mid- 
day ;  it  was  cold ;  did  not  go  out  on  the  1 7th  February  ;  conversation 
began  by  Watson  producing  the  letter  irom  Hoare's ;  I  did  not 
say  I  am  perfectly  satisfied,  I  said  I  would  enter  the  partner^ 
ship;  I  asked  if  money  was  usual  to  pass?  He  said,  yes.  1 
handed  20/. ;  I  did  not  pay  the  100/L  till  April  27.  Not  any  sus- 
picion crossed  my  mind  till  after  May  7th ;  wrote  to  Harrison  8th 
or  9th  of  May;  slept  at  Watson's,  May  16th;  brought  back 
Postans  and  Robineon ;  did  not  part  with  Mrs.  Watson  on  friendly 
terms.  We  wanted  Watson  to  prove  there  really  was  a  business ; 
I  did  not  state  I  had  any  criminal  charge  against  him.  Robinson 
went  to  Nayland ;  Watson  was  tipsy  when  ne  returned,  we  agreed 
he  was  not  in  a  fit  state  to  be  spoicen  to ;  Mrs.  Watson  was  greatly 
distressed,  in  tears.  The  memorandum  was  given  to  me  as  a 
finished  memorandum.  She  did  not  say  it  should  be  so  many 
barrels  per  month  and  not  per  week  in  my  presence. 

Re-examined.— Watson  Knew  I  was  going  to  write  to  Harrison; 
I  did  write  to  Harrison;  after  May  16th  I  withdrew  my  letter.  I 
then  believed  the  business  was  worth  what  I  asked,  and  believed 
in  the  statements  of  Watson  and  of  Mrs.  Watson.  My  eyes  were 
opened  on  the  16th;  Watson  and  Mary  Watson  both  said  I  had 
been  duped  ;  I  have  refused  to  see  the  parties.  I  have  a  son  twentj 
years  of  age,  I  intended  the  business  for  him  ;  I  really  believed  I 
should  get  the  income.  I  paid  the  money  to  his  private  account 
as  a  premium. 

The  chairman  in  summing  up  to  the  jury,  after  reading  the 
whole  evidence  and  making  some  remarks  on  the  testimony  of  the 
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different  witnesses  {b\  told  them  that  if  they  believed  the  account       Bbo. 
given  by  Irving  of  the  matter,  they  would  find  Robert  Watson          *^- 
guilty.  ^  ^  

Verdict — Robert  Watson,  Guilty  on  the  first,  second,  and  third        1857. 
counts,  and  Not  Guilty  on  the  fourth  and  fifth.  ^        j^^^ — ^^ 

Sentence — Six  calendar  months'  hard  labour.  Judgment  respited,  —^ui^rotion 
on  defendant  finding  sureties,  himself  in  100/.  and  two  sureties  in  qfprrfiu  <m  a 
100/.  each,  conditioned  to  appear  and  render  himself  when  called    eo^ractof 

upon.  •  partn^tp. 

A  verdict  of  Not  Guilty  was  taken  against  Mary  Watson* 

The  indictment  was  annexed  to  the  case  as  part  of  it. 

The  first  count  alleged  that  Robert  Watson  and  Mary  Watson, 
&C.,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly,  did  falsely  pretend  to 
one  Joseph  Irving  that  he,  the  said  Robert  Watson,  had  entered 
into  a  contract  with  Messrs.  Hoare,  the  great  brewers,  to  make 
malt  for  them  by  commission  at  a  profit  of  4jr.  per  quarter,  by 
means  of  which  said  false  pretence  they,  the  said  Robert  Watson 
and  Man^  Watson,  did  then  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said 
Joseph  Lrving  500Zi  of  the  money  of  the  said  Joseph  Irving  with 
intent  thereby  then  to  defraud ;  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the 
said  Robert  Watson  had  not  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  said 
Messrs.  Hoare  to  make  malt  for  them  by  commission  at  a  profit 
of  4$.  per  quarter,  or  any  other  contract  whatever  with  the  said 
Messrs.  Hoare. 

The  second  count  alleged  that  the  said  Robert  Watson  and 
Mary  Watson,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly,  did  falsely 
nretend  to  the  said  Joseph  Irving  that  he,  the  said  Robert 
Watson,  then  occupied  a  malting-office  at  the  Hythe,  near  Col- 
chester, and  that  he  was  then  mdcing  malt  for  Messrs.  Hoare  at 
such  malting  house,  by  means  whereof,  &c. ;  whereas  in  truth  and 
in  fact  the  said  Robert  Watson  did  not  then  occupy  any  malting* 
oflSce  at  the  Hythe,  near  Colchester,  nor  was  he  then  making  malt 
there  or  elsewhere  for  Messrs.  Hoare. 

The  third  count  alleged  that  the  said  Robert  Watson  and  Maiy 
Watson,   &C.,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly,  did  falsely 

Eretend  to  the  said  Joseph  Irving  that  the  average  sales  of  porter 
y  the  said  Robert  Watson  was  from  thirty  to  forty  barrels  per 
week,  on  which  sales  there  was  a  profit  of  20/.  10«.,  and  that  the 
average  sales  on  oil  cake  amounted  to  ten  tons  per  week,  and  that 
the  average  profit  from  such  last-mentioned  sales  was  lOL  per 
week,  by  means  of  which  false  pretence,  &c. ;  whereas  in  truth  and 
6ct  the  average  sales  of  porter  by  the  said  Robert  Watson  was 
not  firom  thirty  to  forty  barrels  per  week,  nor  was  there  on  such 
sales  a  profit  of  20L  lOs.,  nor  did  the  average  sales  in  oil  cake 
amount  to  ten  tons  per  week. 

Bulwevy  for  the  prisoner. — This  conviction  is  wrong.  There  is 
no  evidence  of  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute,  nor  of  an  obtain- 
ing of  money  within  the  statute. 

(h)  The  erideoce  of  all  the  witoMses  was  set  out  in  the  case ;  but  that  of  the  proiecutor, 
u  girco  aboTe,  snpplieii  all  the  material  facta. 
VOL.  VII.  2   B 
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^^'  C0OKBX7BN9  C.  J. — According  to  the  evidence,  it  eeems  that  the 

Watsok.     prosecutor  was  induced  to  part  with  his  money  by  a  connected 

series    of    misrepresentations    made   to    him  by  the  prisoner  ; 

1857.  imi;  iQ  (he  indictment  there  is  no  one  count  setting  out  all  the 
Falte  preunoes  misrepresentations,  and  alleging  that  the  money  was  obtained 
—iraMj^^ra^uMi  thereby.  Instead  of  that,  the  various  misrepresentations  are 
ofprofiu  on  a  separated  and  distributed  over  the  different  counts  of  the  indict- 

pv^^^hw.  ^^^^ »  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^s  ^^rr  material  for  us  to  know  how  the  chairman 
left  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  whether  he  directed  them  to  consider 
whether  each  of  the  false  pretences,  charged  in  a  separate  count  of 
the  indictment,  was  in  itself  a  material  ingredient  in  the  induce- 
ment which  caused  the  prosecutor  to  part  with  his  money. 

Buhoer. — The  chairman  only  told  the  jury  that  if  they  believed 
the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  they  must  find  the  prisoner  guilty. 

Dasent  (amicui  curitB,  who  had  been  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
at  the  trial)  stated  that  the  substantial  inducement  to  the  prose- 
cutor appeared  to  have  been  the  statement  of  the  contract  with 
Messrs.  Hoare. 

Bulwer. — It  may  be  assumed  that  the  chairman  told  the  jury 
that  there  was  evidence  for  them  as  applicable  to  each  count 
separately ;  but  assuming  that,  and  supposing  the  false  pretence  to 
be  confined  to  the  statement  that  the  prisoner  had  enterea  into  a  con- 
tract with  Messrs.  Hoare  for  malt,  still  no  offence  was  proved,  because 
the  result  of  it  was  only  this,  that  the  prosecutor  was  induced  to 
enter  into  a  partnership.  He  siened  a  partnership  agreement 
and  advanced  500L  to  the  firm.  He  did  not  part  with  that  money 
absolutely,  but  retained  a  joint  interest  in  it  as  a  partner. 

Crompton,  J. — If  the  partnership  was  a  mere  pretence,  fraudu- 
lently employed  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  prosecutor's 
money,  that  would  not  exonerate  the  defendant  from  this  charge,  and 
there  seems  to  have  been  evidence  for  the  jury  that  it  was  so  in  thia 
case.  But  then  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  asked  the  question 
whether  there  was  any  reality  at  all  in  the  proposal  of  a  partnership, 
or  whether  the  defendant  had  only  been  guilty  of  exaggerating  the 
profits  of  his  business. 

Bultoer. — ^If  there  was  Sibandjide  business  actually  being  carried 
on,  a  mere  false  statement  as  to  the  extent  of  it,  would  not  be  a 
false  pretence  within  the  statute. 

Gbompton,  J. — I  certainly  should  be  loth  to  hold  that  a  mere 
exaggeration  of  the  profits  of  his  business  would  render  a  nuin 
criminally  re^sponsible  under  the  statute. 

Bulwer. — The  distinction  is  pointed  out  by  Pollock,  C.B.,  in 
B*  V.  Sherwoody  7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  275. 

Ck)CKBURN,  C.J. — Unless  the  transaction  was  altogether  colour- 
able, so  that  there  was  really  no  partnership,  the  conviction  can 
hardly  be  sustained ;  for  if  there  was  a  partnership  there  was  no 
parting  with  the  property  by  the  prosecutor.  The  500/.  became 
the  property  of  the  firm. 

Dasent  mentioned  that  the  prosecutor's  case  was  that  the  money 
was  paid  to  the  prisoner  as  his  own. 

Bulwer  referred  to  two  letters  proved  at  the  trial,  but  not  set  out 


CRIMINAL  LAW  CASES.  371 

in  the  ease,  coQtainin^  statementa  by  the  prosecutor  that  he  had       fi>e. 
entered  into  partnership  with  the  prisoner  and  offering  to  dispose     «»  ^' 
of  his  share  in  the  business*  ' 

CocKBT7BN»  CJ. — The  question  here   is  whether    the  jury,        i857. 
beKeving  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutor  to  be  true,  were  bound  to  jfv,&e"Z^ 
find  a  verdict  for  the  Crown ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they  -^ExJ^^^ 
were  not,  and  that,  consequently,  the  verdict  cannot  stand.     It  <fprofu  on  a 
appears  that  the  prosecutor,  on  certain  representations  being  made  to   i^I^*^ 
him  aa  to  the  state  of  the  business  which  the  defendant  was  then  car-  ^^^'^^''^"*^' 
rying  on»  and  as  to  the  customers  with  whom  he  was  dealing,  was  in- 
duced to  advance  500Zi  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  concern,  and 
upon  that  advance  to  enter  into  partnership  with  the  prisoner.   I  am 
far  from  saying  that  when  a  person  is  induced  by  misrepresentar 
tioqa  absolutely  false  to  part  with  his  money,  even  though  upon  a 
ooDtraet  of  partnership^  such  contract  would  be  binding  upon  him, 
and  that  he  might  not  rescind  it,  or  that  there  might  not  be  ground, 
under  some  circumstances,  for  indicting  under  the  statute  against 
ikise  pretences ;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  where  he  enters 
into  the  partnership  and  does  not  rescind  the  contract,  but  on  the 
faith  of  the  representations  advances  monev  to  be  part  of  the 
partnership  capital,  he  does  not  part  with  his  money  within  the 
meaning  of  that  statute,  because  he  is  jointly  interested  in  the 
partnershin  capital,  and,  consequently,  in  the  money  so  advanced. 
Whether  Mr.  Trving  might  have  rescinded  the  agreement,  on  the 
ground  of  the  &lsehood  of  the  representations,  is  a  different 
question.     He  treated  it  throughout  as  a  partnership,  aifd,  instead 
of  repudiating  it,  offered  to  dispose  of  his  interest  to  a  third  person. 
This  being  so,  the  case  is  not  within  the  statute. 

Erle,  J. — I  concur  in  this  judgment,  and  upon  the  grounds 
which  have  been  already  stated.  We  are  bound  upon  the  state- 
ment contained  in  this  case  to  assume  that  there  was  a  real  part- 
nership entered  into  between  the  prosecutor  and  the  prisoner ;  and 
that  the  money  was  advanced  by  one  partner  as  part  of  the  capital 
of  the  firm  and  to  become  the  joint  property  of  both  partners 
Now  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  which  decides  that  such  a  trans^ 
action  is  within  the  statute  upon  which  this  indictment  is  framed ; 
and  according  to  my  notion  of  the  law  applicable  to  such  a  case  it 
ja  not  within  it  At  the  same  time  I  wish  to  guard  myself  against 
the  supposition  of  holding  that  anr  one  can  by  setting  up  a  mere 
pretence  of  a  partnership  protect  himself  from  punishment  for  his 
fraud.  If  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  the  suggestion  of  a  partner* 
ship  is  a  mere  fiction  and  pretence,  he  may  be  found  guilty  under 
this  statute,  the  proposal  of  the  partnership  being  itself  one  of  the 
false  pretences ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  not  be  a  proper 
case  for  conviction  if  the  alleged  false  pretence  consists  in  an  ex- 
aggeration only  of  the  prosperity  of  a  business,  inducing  another 
to  advance  money  as  a  partner  in  the  firm.  I  am  aware  of  the 
difficulty  of  drawing  a  dennite  line  in  these  cases,  and  am  also  very 
sensible  of  the  extreme  importance  of  having  definite  lines  drawn 
to  mark  the  boundaries  of  criminal  offences ;  but  it  is  enough  for 
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Rbo.        ^]^q  purpose  of  this  case  to  say  that  that  which  is  a  mere  exaggera- 
Watsost.      ^ioii  of  profits  is  not  within  the  line, 

Williams,  J. — From  the  mode  in  which  this  case  is  stated, 

]^'        I  do  not  see  how  we  can  set  aside  the  conviction  on  the  ground  of 
FeUie  pretence*  misdirection,  no  point  of  law  being  reserved  for  our  consideration 
-^Exagtitration  upon  the  direction  of  the  chairman.      The  only  point  raised  seeins 
^'^w^^tof^  to  be  whether,  upon  the  evidence  set  out,  taking  any  view  of  it, 
parinn^ip,   the  couviction  might  be  supported,  but  tliat  is  not  the  way  in 
which  I  think  we  ought  to  look  at  the  case*     On  the  contrary,  if 
the  evidence  is  capable  of  being  regarded  in  a  light  which  would 
entitle  the  defendant  to  an  acquittal,  and  the  jury  have  not  n^a- 
tived  that  view  of  it,  we  ought  not  to  affirm  the  conviction.    This 
evidence  is,  I  think,  capable  of  being  regarded  in  that  light ;  and 
it  might  also  be  regarded  in  a  light  that  would  warrant  a  convic- 
tion, but  as  these  questions  were  not  put  to  the  jury  the  conviction 
must  be  quashed. 

Crompton,  J. — The  only  question  is,  whether  the  chairman 
was  ri<;ht  in  directing  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  Mr.  Irving, 
the  prosecutor,  the  prisoner  must  necessarily  be  found  guilty. 
I  am  far  from  saying  that  the  evidence  might  not  have  raised  a 
case  for  the  prosecution  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury ;  but  the 
question  is,  wnether  the  jury  ever  had  their  attention  drawn  to 
consider  the  question  what  was  the  real  inducement  to  the  prose- 
cutor to  part  with  his  money.  There  were  many  points  for  con- 
sideration in  the  case.  The  jury  might  think  that  there  was  no 
real  trade,  and  that  the  ofl^r  of  a  partnership  was  a  mere  pretence. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  facts  were  capable  of  the  more  favourable 
construction  that  there  was  a  real  business,  and  that  the  prisoner 
only  indulged  in  exaggerated  praise  of  what  he  was  disposing  of; 
and  my  impression  is  that  a  misrepresentation  of  the  profits  of  a 
business,  if  there  is  really  sometning  to  sell,  is  not  within  the 
statute.  That,  however,  is  one  question  amongst  several,  which 
ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury ;  and  the  insufficiency 
of  the  direction,  in  this  respect,  is  the  only  point  of  law  w^hich  is 
raised  by  the  case. 

Channell,  B. — I  also  think  that  there  were  certain  points 
which  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  and  were  not 
There  was  at  least  some  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  partnership. 
Watson  certainly  could  not  have  denied  it,  and  though  Irving 
might  probably  have  repudiated  the  contract,  he  does  not  appear 
to  have  done  so,  but  to  some  c^xtent  to  have  ratified  it.  Then, 
assuming  the  partnership  to  have  existed,  was  the  money  obtained 
from  the  prosecutor  for  the  prisoner  alone,  or  as  part  of  the  capital 
of  the  firm  ?  All  that  the  jury  were  told  was,  that  if  they 
believed  Irving  they  must  convict  the  prisoner ;  but  that  was  not 
necessarily  so,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  verdict  ought  not 
to  stand.  Conviction  quashed. 
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November  21,  1857. 

(Before  Cockbubk,  C. J.,  Erlk,  Williams  and  Crompton,  JtT., 

and  Channell,  B.) 

Reg.  r,  Poole  and  Yeates.  (o) 

Larcem^ — Intendon  to  deprive  the  otoner  of  his  property — Fraudulent 
removal  of  articles  in  order  to  obtain  payment  as  for  work  done 
upon  them. 

In  order  to  constitute  larceny^  the  taking  must  be  with  intention  to  vest 
the  property  in  the  thief  ;  andj  therefore^  where  servants  employed  by 
a  glovemaker  in  finishing  gloves^  removed  a  quantity  of  finished  gloves 
from  one  part  of  the  master*s  premises  to  another^  with  intent  fraudu' 
lentfy  to  obtain  payment  for  them  as  for  so  many  gloves  finished 
by  thetn  : 

HMy  that  they  were  not  guilty  of  larceny, 

THE  defendants  were  convicted  before  Bramwell,  B.^  at  the 
assizes  for  the  city  of  Worcester,-  of  stealing  from  their 
master. 

The  master  was  a  glovemaker;  the  defendants  were  in  his 
employ  as  glove  finishers.  When  they  had  done  any  work  the 
practice  was  to  take  the  finished  gloves  to  an  upper  room,  and  lay 
them  on  a  table  in  order  that  the  workmen  might  be  paid  accord- 
ing to  the  number  finished.  The  defendants  broke  open  a  store- 
room in  the  premises  of  the  master,  took  a  quantity  of  finished 
gloves  out  ana  laid  them  on  the  table  in  the  upper  room,  also  part 
of  the  same  premises,  with  intent  fraudulently  to  obtain  payment 
for  them  as  for  so  many  gloves  finished  by  them.  The  gloves 
were  never  off  the  master  s  premises.  Doubting  the  sufficiency 
of  this  evidence,  the  learned  judge  reserved  the  point,  and  ordered 
the  prisoners  to  be  bailed  on  finding  sureties :  (see  B.  v.  Holloway, 
3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  242.) 

£.  V.  Richards^  for  the  prosecution. — R.  v.  Holloway  (3  Cox 
Crim.  Cas.  242)  is  certainly  not  distinguishable  firom  this  case; 
bat  both  Bramwell  and  Martin,  BB.,  doubted  very  much  whether 

(a)  Btpoitod  bj  A.  BrrrLBsroii,  Esq.,  Banrister-at-Law 
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that  case  could  be  supported^  and  certainly  the  difltinction,  between 
that  case  and  B.  v.  Hall  (3  Cox  Criin.  Cas,  245),  where  the 
offence  was  held  to  be  larceny,  is  very  slight. 

Eble,  J. — The  distinction  between  the  two  is  sufficiently  clear. 
The  test  is,  whether  the  person  who  takes  the  property  assumes 
to  exercise  dominion  over  it  as  owner.  In  72.  v.  Hall,  the  offer  to 
sell  the  property  to  the  owner  was  one  of  the  strongest  acts  of 
dominion. 

Williams,  J. — I  recollect  that  there  was  a  similar  case  with 
respect  to  mining,  where  one  miner  removed  a  heap  of  ore  which 
a  fellow  miner  bail  gotten,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment 
for  the  supposed  labour  in  getting  it. 

E.  V.  Richards.— ThAt  was  the  case  of  R.  v.  fFebb  (I  Moo. 
C.  C.  431). 

Erle,  J. — ^It  was  held  not  to  be  larceny,  and  a  statute  was 
consequently  passed  to  prevent  the  practice.  In  larceny,  there 
must  be  an  intent  to  vest  the  property  in  the  thief  by  wrong. 

Richards, — In  iZ.  v.  HoUowayy  it  is  said  that  the  intention  must 
be  permanently  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  property,  but  it  is  a 
dangerous  doctrine  that  an  intention  to  return  it  will  excuse  the 
taking.  Here,  however,  it  is  returned  to  the  owner  subject  to  a 
lien. 

CocKBUSN,  C.J. — There  is  no  lien.  It  is  only  a  method  of 
regulating  and  paying  the  servants'  wages. 

Ceompton,  J. — If  they  got  a  lien,  tne  case  might  be  different ; 
but  upon  the  facts,  as  stated,  the  offence  seems  to  be  that  of 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretences. 

Richards. — No  money  was  in  fact  obtained ;  but  the  prisoners 
might  probably  have  been  convicted  of  attempting  to  obtain  it 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.— JS.  v.  HoUoway  is  expressly  in  point,  and 
was  decided,  I  think,  upon  right  grounds. 

Erle,  J. — It  is  certainly  important  that  offences  should  be 
accurately  defined,  and  R.  v.  Hollotoay  has  defined  the  animus 
furandi  to  mean  an  intention  to  vest  the  property  in  the  thief  by 
wrong,  and,  consequently,  to  devest  the  real  owner  of  it. 

Williams,  J.,  concuired. 

Ceompton,  J. — I  confess  that  I  am  not  so  clear  about  the 

Erinciple  of  this  decision ;  and  if  it  had  been  a  new  case  I  should 
ave  been  disposed  to  think  that  there  was  enough  here  to  make 
out  the  lucrt  causd ;  but  the  matter  is  concluded  by  authority. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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November  30,  1857. 

(Before  Cockbusk,  C.  J.,  Erle,  Williams  and  Cbompton,  J  J., 

and  Channell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Castle,  (a) 

JSiat.   9  ^  10  Vici.  c.  95,  s.  57 — Delivery  of  paper   ^^purporHng**  to 

he  County  Court  process — Notice  to  produce, 

A  document  appearing  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  a  mere  notice  by  a  phwitiff' 
to  a  defendant  to  produce  aceounti  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  though 
headed  *'  In  the  County  Court  of  JL.,"  and  entitled  as  if  in  a  cause  in 
that  court,  does  not  ^*  purport  to  be  any  process  of  the  County  Court, 
and  will  not  support  an  indictment  so  alleging  iL 

THE  foUowing  case  was  reserved  bj  the  Leicestershire  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions. 
At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  holden  for  the 
county  of  Leicester,  on  the  19th  day  of  October,  1857,  William 
Castle  was  indicted  under  the  9  &  10  Yict.  c  95,  s.  57,  for  that  he^ 
on  the  12th  day  of  September,  1857,  feloniously  caused  to  be 
delivered  to  Thomas  Charles  a  certain  paper  falsely  purporting  to  be 
a  copy  of  a  certain  process  of  the  County  Court  of  Leicestershire, 
holden  at  Melton  Mowbray,  in  the  county  of  Leicestershire, 
he,  the  said  William  Castle,  well  knowing  the  same  to  be  false, 
agunst  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity ;  and  was  found  guilty,  subject  to  the  following 

CASE. 

There  were  several  oth^  counts  on  which  the  prisoner  was 
acquitted. 

The  Daper  mentioned  in  the  indictment  is  annexed  to  this  case 
and  ma»ea  A,  and  is  to  form  part  of  it 

It  was  proved  by  Ann  Charles,  the  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  and 

(a)  Bcportod  by  A.  BiTTLBBTONf  Esq.,  Barrister-At-Law. 
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Kao.  by  Caroline  Charles,  her  daughter,  who  read  to  her  the  document 

Gaotlb.  ^^^  ^^^  direction,  &c.,  of  the  envelope  in  which  it  came  (she  her- 

self  being  unable  to  read),  that  she  was  indebted  to  the  prisoner, 

^^-  who  resided  at  Melton  Mowbray,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  for 

De/JMfv  of  ^hree  boxes  of  pills  amounting  to  9«.,  but  that  the  prisoner  had  in 

document  fact,  previously  to  her  receipt  of  the  letter,  alleged  that  the  sum 

^^  /a&«/y    ^  of  3^.  5Jd.,  as  stated  in  the  margin  of  the  document,  was  the 

^'be^omify  correct  balance^  after  deducting  3«,  admitted  by  him  to  have  been 

*  Court  proceMS,   paid. 

That  in  the  early  part  of  September  she  received  by  post,  at 
Welby,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  an  envelope  bearing  the  post- 
marks of  Melton  and  Grantham,  which  was  the  due  course  of  post 
to  her  residence,  the  direction  of  which  was  in  the  prisoner's  hand- 
writing as  was  also  the  document  already  set  out  and  which  was 
enclosed,  that  she  made  inquiries  in  about  a  fortnight  and  found  it 
was  not  a  court  paper. 

Mr.  Campion,  the  clerk  to  the  County  Court  at  Melton, 
gave  his  evidence  as  follows:  I  know  the  prisoner;  he  was  a 
solicitor's  clerk.  I  have  searched  my  books  for  a  plaint,  *^  Castle, 
plaintiff;  Charles,  defendant;"  there  is  no  such  plaint  nor 
ever  has  been;  no  such  plaint  on  2nd  Septen^er,  and  none 
since.  This  process  resembles  a  process  issued  by  us;  it  is 
called  a  summons  to  witness  to  produce  books,  &c.;  it  is  the 
same  as  that  mentioned  in  the  act  as  summons  to  witness.  The 
balance  is  never  inserted  in  the  summons,  there  is  no  cause  for 
it.  If  there  had  been  such  a  plaint  the  sum  would  have  been 
named.  The  words  at  the  foot  of  the  document  ^*  by  the  Pit.," 
mean  plaintiff. 

Cross-examined. — I  am  also  clerk  to  justices ;  when  Mrs.  Charles 
produced  the  document  I  knew  it  was  not  a  summons  from  court. 
Mrs.  Charles  sent  the  document  to  me  by  letter;  upon  that  I 
opened  it  and  laid  it  before  the  justices ;  I  said  it  resembles  a  sum- 
mons to  witness.  A  mere  summons  to  witness  does  not  contain 
the  words,  ^^You  are  required  to  appear,"  &c.,  &c  I  have 
known  a  summons  to  go  to  a  defendant  to  produce  books  in  the 
case  of  Adcock,  two  years  ago.  It  is  not  the  usual  practice  for 
parties  to  give  notice  themselves  to  produce.  To  make  a  summons 
to  witness  to  attend,  it  must  have  the  seal  of  the  court ;  I  mean  to 
say,  the  document  produced  purports  to  be  a  summons  to  witnesses; 
such  a  paper  is  always  signed  by  the  regristrar ;  it  always  contains 
these  words,  ^*  In  default  of  your  attendance,"  &c,  &c  I  mean, 
by  purporting  to  be,  that  it  resembles.  The  form  runs  in  the  com- 
mencement very  like  a  true  summons.  I  don't  practice  in  county 
courts  for  plaintiff  or  defendant.  In  a  superior  court  I  should 
give,  or  a  paper  similar  to  that  would  be  given,  a  notice  to 
produce. 

Ke-examined. — I  still  say,  it  resembles  a  County  Court  process. 
In  any  court  I  should  not  give  a  notice  to  produce  when  no  writ 
was  issued.     There  was  no  cause  in  court ;  the  notice,  therefore. 
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was  of  DO  value.     The  17th  of  September  was  a  County  Court       Bbo. 
day.  •• 

This  was  the  case  for  the  prosecution.  

For  the  defence,  William  Pettit  Dewes,  clerk  to  the  County        1S57. 
Court  of  Ashby  de  la  Zouch,  in  the  same  County  Court  district^     ^. — 
was  called  and  deposed  as  follows: — I  have  had  ten  years'  expe-     doamLu 
rience  in  it.     The  document  now  produced  does  not  resemble  a      faUely 
summons  to  witnesses  issued  out  of  the  court;  it  differs  in  the  com-  "p*^p^rHng** 
mencementy  also  in  the  signature ;  it  omits  the  penalty  in  default;  court m^. 
also  the  number  is  omitted;  also  there  is  no  seal;  if  issued  by  the 
court  it  would  have  had  a  seal ;  the  Christian  names  are  omitted. 
It  does  resemble  partly ;  it  should  say  that  such  court  is  holden,  &c. 
We  seldom  issue  a  notice  to  produce,  they  are  generally  issued  by 
the  parties,  except  an  attorney  is  concerned.     It  most  resembles 
an  oitiinary  notice  to  produce. 

Cross-examined. — I  should  infer  from  the  document  that  a 
plaint  had  been  pending  for  17th  September.  The  seal  is  wanting. 
I  keep  the  seal  of  the  court  and  don't  let  it  out.  A  paper  falsely 
purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  summons  or  process  could  not  have 
the  seal  of  the  court. 

It  was  then  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner. 

First,  That  this  particular  count  was  bad  for  uncertainty  (his 
contention  as  to  the  other  counts  and  their  proof  is  omitted). 

Secondly,  That  the  document  in  question  was  not  proved  to 
purport,  and  did  not  in  fact  purport,  to  be  a  copy  of  a  summons 
for  witnesses  to  produce,  or  of  any  other  process  of  the  County 
Court  of  Leicestershire,  holden  at  Melton  Mowbray. 

Thirdly,  That  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  actual  form 
of  the  process  of  which  the  document  in  question  was  alleged 
to  purport  to  be  a  copy,  or  that  any  like  process  was  used 
in  the  County  Court,  and  that  the  actual  form  in  use  ought  to 
have  been  produced  instead  of  oral  evidence  being  given  of  its 
contents. 

Fourthly,  That  there  was  no  delivery  so  as  to  give  jurisdiction 
to  the  court  in  Leicestershire. 

I,  however,  declined  to  stop  the  case,  and  directed  the  jury  that 
if  they  thought  the  prisoner  had  knowingly  caused  to  be  delivered 
this  document,  and  had  intended  that  the  person  receiving  it 
should  suppose  it  to  be  some  genuine  County  Court  process  issued 
under  the  authority  of  the  court,  and  should  thereby  be  induced 
to  pay  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  margin,  they  might  find  him 
guilty ;  and  I  have,  therefore,  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  upon  any  of  the  grounds  contended  for,  or  upon  my  direction 
to  the  jury,  the  conviction  was  wrong,  the  conviction  to  be  quashed, 
if  otherwise  afiBrmed :  (B.  v.  Evans,  1  Dears.  &  Bell,  236 ;  7  Cox 
Crim.  Cas.  293.) 

Judgment  on  the  conviction  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner 
was  admitted  to  bail  to  appear  and  receive  punishment. 
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Gabtsm.     In  the  County  Court  of  Leicestershire^  ) 
TTTI  at  Melton  Mowbray.  f 


1857. 


Castle  Plwitiff; 

^^^^ «/  and 


faiie^  Charles                             Defendant. 

^J'J'^^''     -^  Take  notice,  that  you  are  required  to  produce  at  the 

c^miproeut.     g  abovc  court,  ou  the  trial  of  this  cause,  on  the  17th  day  of 

»^  September  instant,  the  several  accounts  and  memorandums 

;^  given  to  you,  or  to  your  wife,  by  the  above  plaintifi^  at 

-  «•  various  times,  dated  this  2nd  day  of  September,  1857. 

I  w  By  the  Pit 

M  To  Mr.  Thomas  Charles, 

pq  the  above  defendant. 


OB 

•9 


C  O.  Mereioeihery  for  the  prosecution. — First,  the  count  is 
framed  under  9  &  10  Vict,  c  95,  s.  57,  is  {(ood  after  verdict ; 
secondly,  the  jury  have  found  that  this  does  purport  to  be 
process  of  the  County  Court ;  and  the  evidence  would  warrant 
the  finding :  {Reeve  n  case^  2  Leach,  808.) 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — What  process  of  the  County  Court  did  this 
purport  to  be  ? 

Merewether. — A  summons  to  a  witness  to  produce  documents: 
(9  &  10  Vict  c  95,  s.  85.) 

Crompton,  J. — This  is  not  a  summons  to  a  witness  but  a  notice 
to  a  party. 

CocEBURN,  C.  J. — To  support  this  count  of  the  indictment  the 
paper  must  ^^ purport"  to  be  a  process  of  the  court;  and  it  is  not 
enough  that  the  prisoner  may  have  intended  it  to  be  thought  so. 
This  IB  nothing  but  an  ordinary  notice  to  produce  and  cannot  pur- 
port to  be  process  of  the  court 

The  other  judges  concurred.  Conviction  reversed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  2lf  1857. 

(Before  Cookburn,  C.J.,  Erle,  Williams  and  Crompton,  JJ., 

and  C&ANKBLLj  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Johnson,  (a) 

Lareeny'^Property  of  intestate — Evidence  of  death  before  the  taking^^ 
Election  to  proceed  in  respect  of  particular  articles. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  numerous  articles  laid  as  the  property 
of  the  Ordinary^  the  evidence  was^  that  the  articles  belonged  to  a 
deceased  person^  that  a  search  had  been  made  for  a  trill,  but  none 
found;  that  some  small  portion  of  the  articles  had  been  seen  in  the 
house  of  deceased  after  her  deaths  and  before  her  funeral ;  and  that 
on  the  day  of  the  funeral  the  prisoner  took  the  bulk  of  them  to  the 
house  of  a  witness. 

Hehdy  that  there  was  abundant  evidence  that  some  of  the  articles  had 
been  stolen  after  the  deaths  and  thaU  consequently,  the  property  was 
rightly  laid  in  the  Ordinary  ;  and  that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
had  done  quite  right  in  refusing  to  the  prosecution  an  election  to 
proceed  in  respect  of  the  taking  of  any  particular  articles^  as  there  ^ 
was  some  evidence  that  aU  were  taken  after  the  death. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  holden  at  the 
Castle  of  Leicester,  on  Monday  the  19th  day  of  October, 
1857,  Jane  Johnson  was  indicted  for  that  she,  on  the  I7th  day  of 
September,  in   the  year  of  Lord  1857,  one  eyeglass,  one  tea- 

rn,  one  hearthrug,  two  pieces  of  carpet,  one  flannel  petticoat, 
e  sheets,  two  piUowcases,  one  piece  of  bed  hanging,  one  pot 
of  preserved  raspberries,  one  pair  of  goloshes,  two  brushes,  one 
reticule,  one  milk-tin,  one  towel*  one  toasting-fork,  one  ladle,  one 
half-pint  tin,  one  paste  tin,  one  tin  bowl,  one  pair  of  boots,  five 
glass  bottles,  one  stone  bottle,  one  door-mat,  one  velvet  bag,  one 
calico  bo^,  one  shawl,  three  pickle  jars,  three  basins,  one  cullender, 
one  puncneon,  and  one  bible,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
Right  Reverend  the  Lord  Biahop  or  Peterborough,  did  felo- 
niously steal,  take,  and  carry  away. 

The  county  of  Leicester  is  within  the  diocese  of  Peterborough. 
At  the  trial  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  obiected,  first,  that  there 
was  not  suflicient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  intestacy  of 


(a)    Reported  bj  A.  BmLBBTOK,  Esq.,  BairUter-at-Law. 
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Rbg.        Frances  Knight,  deceased^  to  whom  the  articles  stolen  had  belonged 
JoHMsoir.     ^^  ^^^  ^i™^  ^^  ^^  decease.     The  evidence  adduced  on  this  point 

was  as  follows  : — 

^^'  Mary  Ann  Hincks,  the  wife  of  Richard  Hincks,  of  Humberstone, 

Larceny  of  the  f^T^^^^y  Stated  that  the  deceased  was  her  husband's  aunt ;  that  she 

good*  of  an    died  on  the  14th  day  of  September  last,  and  was  buried  on  the 

p!^!^Tid  Thursday  following,  September  17th  ;  that  she  made  no  will,  and 

ini^^Uuay  ^^  letters  of  administration  had  been  taken  out ;  and  on  further 

^Evidence,    examination  stated,  that  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the  deceased's 

Eroperty  by  her  (the  witness's^  husband's  direction.  That  she 
elieved  the  produce  of  the  sale  nad  been  received  by  her  husband, 
and  that  she  and  her  husband  had  searched  the  whole  of  the 
drawers  and  boxes  of  the  deceased,  but  could  find  no  wilL  That 
they  had  taken  every  means  to  find  a  will,  but  no  will  had  turned 
up,  and  witness  believed  that  there  was  not  one.  The  deceased 
had  received  money  from  Mr.  Spooner,  a  lawyer  in  Leicester,  but 
witness  did  not  know  whether  any  application  had  or  had  not 
been  made  to  Mr.  Spooner  to  ascertain  if  he  had  a  will  of  the 
deceased  in  his  possession. 

Charles  Oliver  Clarke,  a  clerk  to  prosecutor*s  attorney,  proved 
that  he  had  searched  the  register  of  the  proper  local  court,  but  no 
letters  of  administration  had  been  taken  out. 

It  was  further  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  that  the 
property  might  have  been  stolen  from  the  deceased  before  her  death, 
and  was  therefore  improperly  laid  as  the  property  of  the  Bishop  of 
Peterborough,  as  to  which  the  following  evidence  was  adduced. 

The  witness,  Mary  Ann  Hincks,  stated  that  she  found  three 
flannel  petticoats  after  the  death  of  the  deceased,  and  missed  one 
on  the  17  th  of  September  (the  indictment  charges  a  larceny  of  one 
flannel  petticoat),  that  a  bag  was  also  missed  after  the  funeral. 

Henrietta  Maria  Gand^,  a  witness,  stated  that  the  bible  pro- 
duced, or  one  like  it,  was  m  the  window  of  the  room  in  which  the 
deceased  died  on  the  morning  she  died. 

Eliza  Taylor,  a  witness,  stated  that  the  prisoner  brought  a 
number  of  things  to  her  house  on  the  17  th  of  September,  which 
were  afterwards  given  up  to  the  policeman. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  asked  the  court  if  he  were  to 
confine  his  defence  to  the  petticoat  above  mentioned,  but  the  court 
determined  to  let  the  whole  case  go  to  the  jury ;  and  the  prisoner 
was  found  guilty.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  intestacy  of  the  deceased,  or  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  all  or  any  part  of  the  property  stolen 
was  stolen  after  her  death,  and  that  the  property  in  the  ffoods 
stolen,  or  anv  part  of  it,  was  improperly  laid  to  be  in  the  Lord 
Bishop  of  the  diocese,  and  that  therefore  the  conviction  was 
wrong,  the  same  to  be  quashed,  otherwise  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  on  the  conviction  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner 
was  admitted  to  bail  to  appear  and  receive  judgment. 

C  6r.  Merewetker,  for  the  prisoner. — There  was  no  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  goods  stolen  were  the  property  of  the  ordinary. 


CRIMINAL  LAW  CASES.  381 

It  does  not  even  appear  that  the  deceased  died  intestate.     It  is       Bbo. 
true  that  a  witness  stated  that  she  searched  for  a  will  but  found     .  ^' 

none.     The  search,  however^  was  quite  insufficient  to  justify  a       

conclusion  that  there  was  no  will.     But,  assuming  the  intestacy        1857. 
to  be  proved,  how  is  it  shown  that  the  goods  were  taken  after  the  xoroeTViA^ 
death  r  ^  ^  goodt  of  an 

Cbompton,  J,— There  is  clear  evidence  of  that  with  respect  to    *niet(ai&— 
one  petticoat.  /JS^'^i^^ 

Merewether, —  Then  the  judge  ought  to  have  withdrawn  the  case  — jsMdenee. 
from  the  jury  as  to  the  other  articles. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — The  whole  value  of  the  evidence  offered  was 
to  show  the  time  of  the  taking,  not  the  particular  things  taken. 

Cbompton;,  J. — It  would  have  been  very  wrong  to  call  upon 
the  prosecution  to  elect  in  such  a  case  as  this ;  because,  though 
the  evidence  was  more  distinct  as  to  particular  articles,  there  was 
yery  good  evidence  to  establish  the  stealing  of  all  after  the  death. 

Mereioether. — At  least  the  difference  in  the  weight  of  evidence 
as  to  different  articles  should  have  been  pointed  out. 

COGKBUBN,  C.  J.— -I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  is  quite 
right.  The  first  question  was  whether  the  property  was  properly 
laid  in  the  bishop  of  the  diocese.  That  depended  upon  whether 
the  goods  were  stolen  before  or  after  the  death  of  the  person  to 
whom  they  belonged.  Now  the  evidence  shows  that  the  mass  of 
them  were  taken  by  tne  prisoner  to  the  house  of  one  of  the 
witnesses  on  the  day  of  the  funeral.  As  to  some,  including  one  of 
the  three  flannel  petticoats,  there  is  clear  evidence  that  they  were 
in  the  house  on  the  day  of  the  funeral,  and  were  taken  away  on 
that  day ;  and  as  to  the  rest,  there  is  good  evidence  for  the  jury  in 
the  fact  that  all  were  taken  to  the  witness's  house  at  the  same 
time,  that  they  also  were  taken  after  the  death.  But  at  least  as  to 
one  article  the  case  is  quite  clear. 

Eble,  J. — There  was  no  foundation  here  for  calling  on  the 
prosecutor  to  make  any  election ;  and  I  think  that  where  there  is 
good  evidence  as  to  certain  articles  charged  to  have  been  stolen, 
and  the  other  articles  may  have  been  stolen  at  the  same  time,  the 
prisoner  has  no  right  to  call  upon  the  prosecution  to  elect  to  pro- 
ceed upon  the  former  only. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  suggested 
that  upon  further  search  a  will  might  have  been  found :  but  even 
if  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  will  had  been  found,  the  question 
woula  still  nave  remained  whether  it  was  a  will  until  it  had  been 
proved ;  and  until  probate  the  court  could  have  no  eyes  to  see  the 
will.  It  is  true  that  the  probate,  when  granted,  relates  back  to 
the  time  of  the  death ;  but  it  does  not  exclude  the  special  property 
of  the  administrator  in  the  interval.  Formerly  there  used  to  be  an 
officer  ad  colligendum  appointed  for  the  interval  between  the  death 
and  the  probate ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  property  is,  in  a 
case  like  this,  properly  laid  in  the  ordinary. 

Cbompton,  J.,  and  Channell,  B.,  concurred. 

Canvtctian  affirmed^ 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  14,  1857, 

(Before  Cocebubn,  C.J.,  Erlb  and  Willi  ams,  J  J.,  Mabtik 

and  Channell,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Bring  and  Wife,  (a) 

Seeehing  stolen  goods'^  Joint  indictment  against  husband  and  wife. 

A  husband  and  wife  being  jointly  indicted  for  receiving  stolen  goods^  the 
jury  found  both  guilty^  stating  that  the  female  prisoner  received  them 
withofit  the  control  or  knowledge  of  and  apart  from^  her  husband,  and 
that  he  afterwards  adopted  her  receipt : 

Heldf  that  the  conviction  could  not  be  sustained  as  against  the  husband, 

AT  the  last  Nottinghamshire  Quarter  Sessions  held  at  Newark, 
William  Dring  and  Mary  Ann  his  wife  were  jointly  indict^  for 
feloniously  stealing  on  the  22nd  February  last,  at  South  Colling- 
ham,  ten  pecks  of  potatoes  of  the  value  of  75.,  and  two  sack  bags 
of  the  value  of  35.,  of  the  goods  of  Richard  Wallhead.  A  second 
count  in  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoners  jointly  with  receiving 
.  the  said  potatoes  and  sack  bags,  they  well  knowing  the  same  to 
have  been  feloniously  stolen.  They  both  pleaded  not  guilty.  The 
jury  found  both  the  prisoners  guilty  on  the  second  count,  and  that 
Mary  Ann  Dring  received  the  potatoes  and  bags  without  the  con- 
trol or  knowledge  of,  and  apart  from,  her  husband  William  Dring ; 
and  that  William  Dring  afterwards  adopted  his  vrife*s  receipt. 
The  prisoner's  counsel  contended  that  this  verdict  amounted  in  law 
to  an  acquittal  of  both  prisoners.  The  court  thought  otherwise, 
but  deferred  judgment,  and  discharged  the  prisoners  on  rec^ni- 
zance  to  appear  at  the  next  sessions  to  receive  judgment,  and  re- 
served a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal 
whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  verdict  as  against  either  or 
both  of  the  prisoners  was  wrong. 

Bell,  for  the  prisoners. — The  finding  negatives  a  joint  receipt ; 
and  sect.  14  of  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  lOO,  ooes  not  apply  to  successive 

(a)  Beportod  bj  A.  Bittlestok,  Esq.,  Barmter-at-Law. 
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receipts  of  the  same  entire  property.    Even  if  it  did^  there  is  no       Bbo. 
finding  in  this  case,  that  the  husband  did  separately  receive  the      ^  ^' 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  stolen  property.     What  is  meant  by         '"^°' 
^adopting"  is  aoubtful;  but  it  cannot  msJ^e  the  husband  a  joint        1857. 
receiver  with  his  wife,  who  is  found  to  have  received  without  his      nlip 
knowledge.      The  conviction  of  the  wife  cannot  be  questioned.       ^^  p^^ 
No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown.  Jomt  indictment 

CooKBURN,  C. J.— Even  if  the  recent  statute  applies  to  a  case,  '^'*^Jj2%*'^ 
where,  upon  a  joint  charge  of  receiving,  the  evidence  proves  two  ^^' 

distinct  successive  acts  of  receiving  the  whole  property  stolen, 
we  think  that  the  facts  stated  in  this  case  would  not  warrant 
a  conviction.  If  we  were  to  intend  by  the  term  ^'adopted" 
that  he  took  an  active  part  in  her  receipt,  that  might  make 
him  a  receiver,  but  it  may  mean  that  he  merely  acquiesced 
in  what  his  wife  had  done,  without  taking  any  active  part  so 
as  to  make  him  originally  a  receiver;  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  to  the  word  the  more  rigid  construction.  So  far,  there- 
fore, as  he  is  concerned,  we  are  of  opinion  that  his  conviction  must 
be  quashed.  Canmction  quashetL 
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COURT  OF  CBIMINAL  APPEAl  , 

November  14  and  30^  1857. 

(Before  Cockburn,  C.J.,  Erijb  and  Willes,  JJ.,  and 

Martin  and  Channell,  BB.) 

Keg.  v.  Essex,  (a) 

Embezzlement  by  clerk  to  a  savings  bank — Property  laid  in  trustees  — 
Evidence  of  acting  as  trustee — Larceny  or  false  pretences. 

In  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  by  the  clerk  of  a  savings  banky  the  pro^ 
perty  was  laid  in  A,  B,  and  others.  In  order  to  prove  that  A,  B,  was 
a  trustee^  he  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  stated  Aat  since  the  commis' 
sion  of  the  offence  he  had  been  active  as  a  trustee^  but  that  before  thai 
date  he  had  attended  only  one  meeting^  having  been  requested  to  do  so 
lest  there  should  be  a  deficiency  of  trustees  ;  but  he  was  also  a  manager^ 
and  it  did  not  appear  that  any  act  was  done  at  that  meeting  which 
might  not  have  been  done  by  a  manager  as  well  as  by  a  trustee : 

Heldy  insufficient  evidence  of  acting  to  support  the  inference  of  a  legal 
appointment  as  trustee. 

Upon  indictment  for  stealing  a  cheque  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner 
being  clerk  to  a  savings  bank  received  the  cheque  from  a  manager^  upon 
a  false  representation  that  one  of  the  depositors  had  given  notice  of 
withdrawal,  and  for  the  purpose  of  handing  it  over  to  the  depositor. 
It  being  found  that  according  to  the  usual  course  of  business,  if  a 
depositor  could  not  attend  at  the  proper  time  to  receive  the  cheque,  ii  was 
handed  to  the  prisoner  as  the  agent  of  the  depositor : 

Held,  that  the  case  was  one  of  false  pretences  and  not  larceny, 

npHE  following  cases  were  reserved  by  Erie,  J. : — 

FIRST  CASE. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  embezzling;  in  1842  money,  the 
property  of  Hervey  Wilmot  Sitwell ;  and  it  was  proved  that  he, 
m  the  capacity  of  clerk  to  the  Rugby  Savings  Bank,  had  received 
and  embezzled  money  which  was  the  property  of  the  trustees  of 
the  bank,  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  s.  8.  There  was  no  rule  of  the 
society,  nor  any  statute  regulating  the  mode  in  which  trustees 
should  be  appointed,  or  the  mode  in  which  resolutions  of  meetings 

(a)  Reported  bv  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq.,  Barri8t«r*at-  Law. 
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should   be  entered,    and  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  Mr. 
Hervey  Wilmot   Sitwell  was  a  trustee  in  1842,  the  prosecutor      RaJLc. 

relied  upon  evidence  of  acting  as  trustee ;  as  to  which  Mr.  Sitwell       

stated  that  from  1843  he  had  been  active  as  a  trustee,  but  before       ^^^^' 
1843  he  had  rarely  attended  meetings  of  trusteesy  and  when  he  had    Eoidence  of 
so  attended  he  signed  the  minute-Dook.     The  only  entry  found      acting  a» 
with  his  signature  was  of  a  meeting  in  1835,  and  as  to  that  meet-       '''"''^• 
ing  he  stated  that  he  had  been  requested  by  a  Mr.  Parker,  who 
was  acting  as  a  trustee,  to  attend  as  a  trustee  lest  there  should  be 
a  deficiency  of  trustees,  and  that  he  had  attended  and  signed  the 
entry  accordingly ;  that  the  prisoner   was  at  that  meeting,  and 
that  the  heading  of  the  pi^e  containing  the  resolutions  was  in  his 
handwriting.     Mr.  Sitwell  did  not  express  by  the  signature  that 
he  was  a  trustee,  or  that  he  signed  in  that  capacity.     He  did  not 
do  any  act  which  trustees  alone  were  capable  oi  doing.  All  trustees 
and  managers  had  an  equal  right  to  attend  the  meetinc^ ;  there 
was  nothing  to  show  that  a  meeting  of  mani^ers  only,  vnthout  any 
trustee,  would  have  been  invalid,  and  Mr.  Sitwell,  as  rector  of  a 
parish,  was  ex  offido  a  manager. 

I  held,  that  acting  as  trustee  was  evidence  of  a  legal  appoint* 
ment,  and  that  Mr.  Sitwell's  statement,  if  believed,  was  evidence 
of  his  having  acted  as  trustee  in  1835  ;  and  I  directed  the  jury 
that,  though  it  was  extremely  slight,  it  was  sufficient  to  support  the 
inference  of  a  legal  appointment  continuing  in  1842,  if  they 
made  it. 

The  jnrv  convicted  the  prisoner,  whowas  bailed;  andlreserved  the 
question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  whether  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  support  the  direction  and  the  conviction. 

Macaulay  (with  him  Field\  for  the  prisoner. — The  stat 
9  Geo.  4,  c  92,  s.  8,  vests  the  property  of  the  savings  bank  in 
trustees;  but  in  the  original  rules  of  the  bank  in  1825,  Mr. 
Sitwell's  name  did  not  appear ;  and  on  the  only  occasion  on  which 
he  appears  to  have  acted,  he  may  have  acted  as  manager. 

No  counsel  were  instructed  for  the  prosecution. 

CocKBURN,  C.J. — I  think  the  evidence  goes  rather  to  show 
that  he  was  not  a  trustee. 

Erle,  J. — I  also  think  the  evidence  insufficient  to  support  the 
prosecution. 

The  other  Judges  concurred.  Conviction  quashed. 


SECOND   CASE. 


The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  stealing  a  cheque  for  50/.,  the 
property  of  Hervey  Wilmot  Sitwell,  in  1847  ;  and  admitted 
to  bail. 

I  reserved  two  questions  for  the  consideration  of  this  court. 

First,  was  there  evidence  of  the  larceny  ;  secondly,  was  there 
evidence  of  the  rules  of  the  savings  bank. 

VOL  VIL  2  0 
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Reo.  With  respect  to  the  first  question,  the  evidence  was  that  the 

£g^       prisoner  was  clerk  to  the  Rugby  Savings  Bank  ;  that  the  course  of 

business  for  drawing  money  out  was  this :  the  depositor  gave  a  notice 

IS57.  iQ  the  clerk  of  the  amount  required,  and,  if  present  on  the  next 
Laroenvor  Bight  of  busiucss,  rcccived  a  cheque  for  that  amount  from  the 
/aUe  pretences,  manager  in  attendance,  or,  if  absent,  he  allowed  the  clerk  to  receive 
such  cheque  and  get  the  cash  for  it,  to  be  kept  by  him  till  called 
for,  and  the  depositor  and  clerk  signed  the  booss  of  account  usual 
in  a  savings  bank.  On  the  25th  September,  1847,  the  prisoner, 
as  clerk,  falsely  pretended  to  James  Haylock,  the  manager  in 
attendance,  that  Elizabeth  Glaby,  a  depositor,  had  given  notice 
for  50^,  and  produced  the  usual  entries  signed  by  himself,  and  as 
Elizabeth  Glaby  was  not  in  attendance,  received  from  Mr.  Haylock 
a  cheque  for  50/.,  for  which  he  afterwards  obtained  cash  at  the 
bank.  Elizabeth  Glaby  had  not  given  any  notice  or  authority  for 
drawing  out  50/.  or  any  sum,  and  the  prisoner  made  the  false 
pretence  with  the  intention,  from  the  beginning,  of  obtaining  the 
cheque  and  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use.  In  deciding  this 
question,  it  must  be  assumed  that  Mr.  H.  W.  Sitwell  was  trustee 
of  the  savings  bank.  It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner  that  these 
facts  showed  an  obtaining  of  the  cheque  by  a  false  pretence  from 
Mr.  Haylock,  and  not  a  larceny  of  a  cheque  the  property  of  Mr. 
Sitwell.     I  overruled  it,  but  reserved  it  for  this  court. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question.  A  printed  copy  of  the 
rules,  with  two  names  of  trustees  printed  at  the  end,  with  a 
manuscript  certificate  of  Mr.  Tidd  Pratt,  showing  his  approval  of 
the  rules  subjoined,  was  tendered,  under  7  &  8  Vict  c.  83,  s.  19, 
and  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1. 

It  was  objected  that  the  copy  tendered  was  not  signed  by  two 
trustees  within  the  meaning  of  those  statutes,  their  names  being 
printed  and  not  in  manuscript.  I  overruled  the  objection,  but 
reserved  the  point. 

November  14. 

Macaulay  (with  him  Field)^  for  the  prisoner. — First,  there  was 
no  evidence  of  larceny  ;  because  the  manager  parted  with  the  pro- 

Eerty  in  the  cheque  to  the  prisoner,  not  as  a  servant  of  the  bank 
ut  as  agent  of  the  depositor.  If  the  representation  made  by  the 
prisoner  had  been  true,  the  bank  would  have  been  discharged  by 
the  payment  to  him.  The  money  would  have  been  no  longer 
the  money  of  the  bank,  nor  in  the  hands  of  the  prisoner  as  their 
servant.  It  was  delivered  to  the  prisoner  on  the  faith  of  his  state- 
ment that  he  was  authorized  to  receive  it  for  the  depositor,  it  being 
proved  that  the  depositors  were  accustomed  to  constitute  him 
their  agent  for  that  purpose;  and  when  it  was  delivered  to  the 
prisoner  the  intention  was  immediately  to  transfer  the  property  te 
Glaby.  Under  the  rules  which  were  produced  it  was  cleariy  no 
part  of  the  prisoner's  duty  as  clerk  to  receive  the  cheques  for  the 
depositors.     The  rule  is  precise  that  payment  is  to  be  made  to  the 
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depositor  personally;  but  the  practice  was  for  the  depositor  to       Bbo. 
forego  the  benefit  of  that  rule. 

C0CKBUBN9  C.  J. — Is  that  so?    Instead  of  complying  with  the 
rule,  a  lax  practice  seems  to  have  been  adopted^  and  I  doubt       1S57. 
whether,  under  such  circumstances,  the  prisoner  could  be  legally     , 
constituted  the  depositor's  agent.    Can  the  money  be  otherwise  ^2,^^^^^,^. 
than  that  of  the  bank  until  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the  depositor  ? 

Macaulay. — The  question  as  to  that  is,  quo  animo  it  was  delivered 
to  the  defendant. 

WiLi^iAHS,  J. — Had  not  the  manager  power  to  countermand 
the  delivery  of  the  cheque  while  it  remained  in  the  defendant's 
hands? 

Macaulay. — The  question  between  Mrs.  Glaby  and  the  bank 
would  be,  whether  she  had  authorized  the  defendant  to  receive  it 
for  her. 

Martin,  B. — Is  this  anything  more  than  the  case  of  a  clerk 
receiving  money  from  his  principal  for  the  purpose  of  paying  it  to 
a  creditor? 

Erle,  J. — The  evidence  shows  that  the  manager  did  not  intend 
to  infringe  the  rule,  but  treated  the  defendant  as  the  agent  of  the 
depositor,  and  paid  the  cheque  to  him  as  a  payment  to  the 
depositor* 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — What  formalities  were  required  by  the  rules 
to  be  observed  on  the  receipt  of  the  money  ? 

Macaulay* — The  rules  are  not  in  court;  but  no  receipt  was 
required  beyond  an  entry  in  the  depositor's  pass-book ;  and  the 
case  states  the  course  of  business. 

Martin,  B. — I  think  that,  assuming  all  that  the  defendant 
represented  to  have  been  true,  the  evidence  does  not  show  a  pay- 
ment to  the  depositor.  The  defendant  was  clerk  to  the  bank,  and 
the  statement  in  the  case  cannot  make  him  the  depositor's  agent. 
The  intention  of  the  manager  seems  to  me  immaterial  in  the  case. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Suppose  the  manager  had  afterwards  de- 
manded the  cheque  from  the  defendant,  could  the  latter  have 
refused  to  give  it  up  on  the  ground  that  he  held  as  agent  for  the 
depositor? 

Macaulay. — Yes;  if  it  were  true  that  he  had  been  authorized  by 
her  to  receive  it. 

Williams,  J. — That  is  the  real  question,  whether  the  manager 
could  not  at  any  time  before  the  delivery  of  it  to  the  depositor 
have  required  the  defendant  to  return  it,  assuming  his  representa- 
tion to  be  true  ? 

Macaulay. — That  still  brings  back  the  question  with  what 
intention  tne  mani^er  parted  with  it. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — The  question  must  certainly  be  discussed  as 
if  the  representation  had  been  true,  and  as  if  he  had  appropriated 
the  money  to  his  own  use.  Then,  assuming  that  he  had  received 
it  properly  and  that  the  manager  afterwards  became  aware  of  his 
intention  to  appropriate  it  improperly,  was  it  so  parted  with  that 
he  could  not  require  the  defendant  to  return  it  ? 

2  c  2 
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Rbo.  Martin,  B. — Did  the  right  of  property  paes  ae  well  as  the 

gj-  possession  ? 

'  Macaulay, — That  is  the  question;  and  it  is  submitted  that  the 

1857.       right  of  property  would  haye  passed,  as  well  as  the  possession,  if 
T^~„        ^^^  transaction  had  been  a  genuine  one.     As  to  the  second  point, 
f^M^mou.  ^^6  copy  of  ^^6  rules  produced  did  not  purport  to  be  signed  by  the 
trustees  as  required  by  7  &  8  Vict,  c  83,  s.  19. 

Martin,  B.^-1  should  say  that  those  produced  at  the  trial  from 
the  custody  of  the  trustees,  and  bearing  the  signature  of  Tidd  Pratt, 
are  the  rules  themselves,  and  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the 
Parliament  roll  of  an  act  of  Parliament. 

Macaulay, — The  original  rules  are  to  be  entered  in  a  book,  and 
copies  signed  by  the  trustees  are  to  be  forwarded  to  Mr.  Tidd 
Pratt,  one  of  which  he  is  to  send  to  the  Commissioners  for  the 
Beduction  of  the  National  Debt,  and  the  other  to  return  to  the 
savings  bank.  (He  referred  to  9  Geo.  4,  c  95,  s.  1 ;  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  83,  s.  19.) 

Martin,  B. — It  is  bis  signature  that  makes  the  rules  binding* 
They  are  not  rules  untU  signed  by  him. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

November  21. 

This  case  was  again  mentioned,  and  Erle,  J.  said  that  he  would 
amend  the  case  by  inserting  in  the  statement  that  the  manager, 
when  he  handed  the  cheque  to  the  prisoner,  was  induced  by  the 
prisoner  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  that  he  was  authorized  by 
Elizabeth  Glaby  to  receive  the  cheque  as  her  agent  on  her  account. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — We  will  speak  to  my  brother  Martin  further 
about  it ;  but  when  that  amendment  has  been  made  in  the  case, 
the  difficulty  that  suggested  itself  seems  to  be  removed,  and  we 
shall  probably  feel  bound  to  quash  the  conviction. 

November  30. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — 
After  the  amendment  of  the  case  by  the  learned  judge,  there  is 
really  no  point  left  for  argument.  The  prisoner  must  now  be 
taken  to  have  received  the  cheque  as  agent  of  the  depositor,  and 
not  as  the  a^ent  of  his  employers  ;  and  he  cannot  consequently  be 
charged  with  stealing  the  money  of  his  employers. 

Erle,  J. — I  was  always  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  fatal  objec- 
tioUj  but  the  case  was  tried  out  with  a  view  to  raising  this 
question.  Conviction  qusahed.(b) 

(ft)  It  may  be  doubted  whether  th?  manager  who  gave  the  cheque  to  the  prisoner  had 
anthoritj  to  part  with  the  propertj  in  the  cheqne  except  to  the  depositor  herself ;  and  if  not, 
the  cases  of  Ji.  ▼,  Longgtrteth,  Rj.  &  M.  C.  C.  137  ;  and  IL  ▼.  RobinSf  6  Cox  Crim.  Gas.  420; 
1  Deaisl.  C.  C.  418,  seem  to  have  a  bearing  upon  this  decision. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
November  14,  18.57. 

(Before    Cogkbubn,   C.J.,    Erle  and  Williams,    J  J.,    and 

Channell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Light,  (a) 

Assauk  on  constable  in  execution  of  duty — Arrest — Breach  of  the 

peace. 

If  a  constable  sees  an  assanU  committed^  he  may  recently  after  that 
assauliy  and  before  all  danger  of  further  violence  has  ceased^  apprehend 
the  offender ;  and  if  in  so  doing  he  is  resisted  and  assaulted^  die  person 
assaulting  is  liable  to  be  convicted  of  assaulting  a  constable  in  the 
execution  of  his  duty. 

AT  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  western  division  of  the  county 
of  Sussex,  holden  at  Horsham  on  July  1st,  1857,  George 
Light  was  tried  for  an  assault  upon  George  Cross,  an  officer  of  the 
West  Sussex  police.  Cross  being  then  in  the  due  execution  of  his 
duty.  The  verdict  was  Guilty.  The  facts  are — George  Light, 
the  defendant,  is  a  married  man,  and  with  his  wife  and  three 
children  lives  in  a  cottage  at  a  place  called  Patfield,  adjoining  to 
the  cit^  of  Chichester.  On  the  night  of  the  llth  of  May  last,  a 
few  minutes  before  11  o'clock,  the  prosecutor  George  Cross  was 
informed  that  a  disturbance  was  gomg  on  in  Patfield.  He  went 
thither  and  found  the  defendant's  wife  sitting  under  the  hedge 
opposite  to  the  defendant's  cottage  with  her  three  children ;  she 
was  crying.  This  was  a  little  after  eleven.  Prosecutor  went 
with  her  into  the  defendant's  cottage  and  found  defendant  seated 
and  intoxicated,  but  sufficiently  sober  to  know  what  he  was 
doing.  Defendant's  wife  then,  in  the  hearing  of  the  de- 
fendant, stated  to  the  prosecutor  that  the  defendant  had 
knocked  her  down  and  beaten  her  shamefully.  Henry  Cook, 
a  near  neighbour  of  defendant,  was  present,  and  he  also  stated 
to  prosecutor  in  defendant's  hearing  that  he  had  seen  defendant 
knock  his  wife  down  and  jump  upon  her,  she  being  advanced 
in  pregnancy.  Henry  Cook  had  seen  the  defendant  do  this  a 
few  minutes  before  1 1  p.m.  Defendant  said  nothing  on  hearing 
these  statements.       Prosecutor  quitted  the  cottage,  leaving  the 

(a)  Beported  by  A.  Bittlebxon,  Esq.,  BarxiBter-At-Law. 
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Rbo.         defendant  and  his  wife  and  children  in  it.     Defendant  came  out 
.  *'  immediately  and  closed  the  outside  shutters,  and  then  went  inside 

: *       his  cottage  and  locked  the  outer  door.    Prosecutor  remained  out- 

1857.  side  and  heard  defendant  using  violent  and  threatening  language 
.  r  to  his  wife,  and  saw  her  run  out  of  the  cottage  with  her  children. 
eotutableln  Defendant  said  he  would  lock  them  out  all  night,  and  thereupon  they 
execution  qf  went  back  again  into  the  cottage.  Pi'osecutor  heard  defendant  again 
^^V'  use  very  violent  language,  and  he,  the  prosecutor,  opened  the  out- 
side shutters  and  he  and  Henry  Cook  (before  mentioned)  looked  in, 
and  both  of  them  saw  the  defendant  take  up  a  shovel  and  hold  it 
in  a  threatening  attitude  over  his  wife's  head,  and  they  heard  him 
say  at  the  same  time,  *'  if  it  was  not  for  the  bloody  policeman  out- 
side I  would  split  your  head  open,  for  'tis  you  that  sent  for  the 
policeman."  Defendant  was  near  enough  to  his  wife  to  have 
struck  her  with  the  shovel  at  the  time  he  raised  it  and  spoke 
these  words.  Defendant  then  took  off  some  of  his  clothes  as  if 
he  was  going  to  bed,  and  lay  down  on  a  sofa.  His  wife  asked 
him  to  go  upstairs  and  let  her  have  the  room  below  to  herself. 
He  got  up  and  went  out  of  the  back  door  aod  she  unlocked  the 
front  door.  He  came  back  immediately  and  said,  ^^  There,  my  lady^ 
take  yourself  off  to  bed ; "  she  replied,  ^'  I  can't  go  upstairs  in  this 
state.  I  don't  know  one  hour  from  another  when  I  might  be  mur- 
dered." Defendant  said  with  an  oath,  ^'  I'll  leave  you  altogether," 
and  he  then  put  on  the  clothes  he  had  taken  off,  and  went  out. 
This  was  about  twenty  minutes  after  he  had  lifted  the  shovel  over 
his  wife's  head.  He  went  down  the  highway  towaixls  his  father's 
house,  which  is  about  two  hundred  yards  from  his  own  cottage. 
Prosecutor  followed  him,  and  when  defendant  had  walked  about 
seventy  yards  from  his  own  cottage,  prosecutor  took  him  i  nto  custody. 
Prosecutor  had  no  warrant.  Henry  Cook  (before  mentioned)  had 
been  with  the  prosecutor  all  the  time  these  things  were  occurring 
and  insisted  upon  prosecutor  taking  defendant  into  custody,  because 
he  thought  it  would  not  be  safe  to  let  him  go  back  to  his  wife  that 
night.  Defendant  on  being  taken  into  custody  put  his  hands  into 
prosecutor's  neckcloth  and  struggled  with  prosecutor,  who  became 
exhausted  and  fell,  and  the  defendant  got  away  from  him.  He 
was  afterwards  taken  on  a  warrant  and  tried  as  above  stated.  It 
was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  officer  of  police 
(George  Cross)  was  not  in  the  **  due  execution  of  bis  duty  "  when 
he  arrested  the  defendant,  inasmuch  as  he  had  no  warrant ;  that 
the  words  spoken  at  the  time  when  defendant  lifted  up  the  shovel, 
disproved  the  intention  to  commit  an  assault,  and  furtner,  that  the 
prosecutor  suffered  a  considerable  time  to  elapse  before  he  took  the 
defendant  into  custody,  and  that,  when  he  aid  bo,  defendant  was 
peaceably  walking  awa^  in  a  direction  from  his  cottage.  The 
court  overruled  tne  objections,  and  the  jury  found  the  defen- 
dant Guilty,  He  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment,  but,  mtb  a 
view  to  the^  propriety  of  the  conviction  being  submitted  to  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  he  was  discharged  on  bail,  in  order  that 
the  judgment  of  that  court  might  be  taken. 
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The  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is  accordingly        ^^* 
requestea  on  the  foregoing  case.  Light. 

Hursty  for  the  prisoner. — There  was  no  assault  in  the  view  of       

the  constable  to  justify  him  in  apprehending  the  prisoner.   Raising       ^^* 
the  shovel  would  of  itself  have  been  an  assault^  but  the  words     A$9ault  on 
qualified  the  act,  and  showed  that  there  was  no  present  intention  of    eonxtahU  in 
striking :  (  Turbervill  v.  Savage,  1  Mod.  3 ;  1  Russ.  on  Crimes,  750.)    «^^  ^/ 
Even  if  there  was  an  assault,  the  constable  did  not  then  arrest ;  he  ^' 

allowed  the  violence  to  pass  over ;  and  then,  when  the  prisoner 
had  left  the  house  and  all  intention  of  present  violence  had  been 
abandoned,  the  constable  interfered.  At  that  time  he  was  not 
authorized  to  arrest:  (Stat  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19,  s.  11 ;  Timoiky 
V.  Simpson,  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  757  ;  Rose.  730,  were  referred  to.) 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  right 
The  policeman  had  witnessed  an  assault  hj  the  prisoner  on  his 
wife  in  the  house,  and  when  the  prisoner  came  out,  he  was  in  such 
a  frame  of  mind  that  the  policeman  might  reasonably  consider  that 
he  still  entertained  the  intention  of  returning  and  using  violence. 
The  language  used  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  R.  v.  Walker 
(1  Dears.  358 ;  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  371)  applies  in  this  case,  because 
there  was  continuous  pursuit  and  recent  ground  for  apprehending 
danger. 

Erle,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  this  case  the  offence 
had  been  recently  committed ;  and,  I  apprehend,  that  a  constable 
is  not  obliged  to  arrest  upon  the  instant  Here  he  had  seen  an  assault 
committea,  with  a  threat  of  murder.  Was  it  to  be  taken,  then, 
that  because  the  prisoner  had  come  a  few  vards  from  the  house 
the  constable  was  bound  to  conclude  that  the  wife  was  safe  from 
further  violence?  I  think  he  arrested  him  recently  after  the  offence 
which  he  had  seen  committed ;  and  that  he  was  doing  his  duty  in 
making  that  arrest 

WILLLA.MS,  J.,  and  Mabtin  and  Chankell,  BB.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
January  23»  1858. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C. J.i  Colkribge  and  Crowdeb,  JJ., 

and  Martin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Godfrey,  (a) 

Indictment  for  false  pretences-^^Obtaining  a  cheque — Allegaiion  of 

property. 

An  indictment  for  false  pretences  charged  that  the  prisoner  did  **  unlaW' 
fully  obtain  from  A.  B,  a  cheque  for  the  sum  of  8/.   I  As.  6d.  of  the 

moneys  of  C,  DP 
Beldy  that  this  averment  sufficiently  described  the  cheque  to  be  the  pro- 

perty  of  C.  D. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  of 
Bedford,  on  the  1st  day  of  July^  a.d.  1857,  the  prisoner 
William  Ansell  Godfrey  was  tried  upon  an  indictment  containing 
several  counts,  of  which  the  third  was  as  follows : — 

Third  count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  afore* 
said  do  further  present,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  Ac,  the  said 
William  Ansell  Godfrey  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly, 
did  falsely  pretend  to  the  said  Cornelius  Cox^  then  being  the 
counting-house  clerk  of  the  said  William  Willis,  that  the  sum  of 
8/.  145.  6<f.  was  due  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Botterill  from  the  said 
William  Willis,  for  work  done  by  the  said  Elizabeth  Botterill  for 
the  sidd  William  Willis,  by  means  of  which  false  pretence  the  said 
William  Ansell  Godfrey  did  then  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said 
Cornelius  Cox  a  cheque  for  the  sum  of  %L  14#.  6<f.  of  the  moneys 
of  the  said  William  n  illis,  with  intent  to  defraud.  Whereas  the 
said  snm  of  8L  145.  6d.  was  not  due  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Botterill 
from  the  said  William  Willis,  for  work  done  for  him,  the  said 
William  Willis;  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty  upon  the  third  count  of  the  above 
indictment,  but  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  upon  the  ground  that  the  allegation,  *^  the  said  William 

(a)  Reported  hj  A.  BnTLBSTOM,  Esq.,  Barrister  at>L«w. 
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Ansell  Godfrey  did  then  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  Cornelius       ^^^' 

Cox  a  cheque  for  the  sum  of  82.  145.  6d  of  the  moneys  of  the  said  qodvbbt. 

William  Willis/'  did  not  sufficiently  describe  the  said  cheque  to  be        

the  property  of  the  said  William  Willis.     The  court  held  the        ^^68. 

indictment  good,  but  reserved  the  point  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  obtMng 

AppeaL  eieque  bg/aite 

The  question  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is,  whether  the    ^'!?^J*^*'~- 
third  count  of  the  indictment  sufficiently  shows  the  ownership  of  '^^^J^. 
the  cheque  allied  in  such  count.    Judgment  was  postponed^  and 
the  prisoner  was  admitted  to  bail  to  appear  at  the  next  January 
sessions  to  receive  judgment,  or  some  final  order  of  the  court 

Metcalfe,  for  the  prisoner. — The  objection  is,  that  the  property 
in  the  cheque  is  not  stated  On  the  face  of  the  indictment.  The 
words  **  of  the  moneys  of  the  said  William  Willis  "  cannot  apply  to 
the  cheque,  and  do  apply  only  to  the  sum  mentioned  of  SL  145.  6d. 

Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — May  not  a  cheque  be  considered 
money  ? 

Metcalfe. — No ;  it  is  neither  money,  nor  is  it  a  chattel  of  which 
larceny  could  be  committed  at  common  law.  By  the  statute  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c  29,  it  is  classed  amongst  valuable  securities. 

Coleridge,  J. — Why  is  it  not  a  chattel?  It  is  a  piece  of 
paper. 

Metcalfe. — For  the  same  reason  that  in  R.  v.  Watts  (1  Dears.  C.  C. 
326 ;  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  304),  an  unstamped  agreement  was  held  not 
to  be  a  chattel  of  which  larceny  could  be  conunitted.  It  is  a  chose 
in  action. 

Coleridge,  J.,  referred  to  R.  v.  Periy  (1  Den.  C.  C.  69; 
1  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  222).  (J) 

Martin,  B. — I  should  have  thought  that  the  cheque  was  for 
this  purpose  money ;  but  if  not,  you  may  strike  out  the  words  '*of 
the  moneys ;"  and  then  the  allegation  is  that  he  obtained  the  cheque 
of  WiUUm  WilHs. 

Metcalfe. — But  this  court  has  no  power  to  make  that  amendment. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — No  amendment  is  required.  The 
indictment  may  be  read  as  if  the  words  were  not  there.  The  con- 
viction must  be  affirmed. 

Tozer  (for  the  prosecution),  referred  to  R.  v.  Radley  (1  Den.  C.  C. 
450 ;  3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  460),  where  it  was  held,  that  if  money  stolen 
be  described  as  *'of  the  goods  and  chattels"  of  the  prosecutor, 
those  words  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  the  indictment  is 
sufficient. 

By  the  Court.  Canxiction  affirmed. 

(6)  See  also  12:  t.  Walter  WatUf  (2  Den.  0.  C.  14 ;  4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  336> 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL, 
January  28,  1858. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Ckowdek  and  Willes,  JJ., 

and  Martin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Req.  v.  Fry.  (a) 

Fahe  pretence — Misrepresentation  of  a  matter  of  fact  accompanied  by  a 

promise. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  it  appeared 
that  the  prisoner  had  told  the  prosecutrix  that  she  kept  a  shop  at  a 
particular  place^  and  that  she  might  go  home  with  her  until  she  got  a 
situation.  She  then  borrowed  ten  shillings  of  her  and  promised  to 
repay  it  when  they  got  home  ;  but  having  got  the  money  she  left  the 
prosecutrix  altogether.  It  was  untrue  that  she  kept  a  shop  at  the  place 
named ;  and  the  prosecutrix  stated  that  it  was  on  the  faith  of  that 
representation  that  she  parted  with  the  money.  The  jury  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  fraudulently  obtaining  the  half  sovereign^  the  pro^ 
secutrix  parting  with  it  under  the  belief  that  the  prisoner  kept  a  shop 
at  the  place  mentioned^  and  that  sh^  should  have  the  money  when  she 
went  home  with  the  prisoner. 

HeUy  that  t/ic  conviction  was  right. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
Kent,  holden  at  Maidstone  on  the  22nd  day  of  October,  1857^ 
Mary  Ann  Fry  was  tried  upon  the  following  indictment 
Kent,  \  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oaths 
to  wit.  /  present,  that  Mary  Ann  Fry,  on  the  26th  day  of 
September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857,  unlawfully  and  know- 
ingly, did  falsely  pretend  to  Sarah  Noble  that  she,  the  said  Mary 
Ann  Fry,  kept  a  shop,  and  that  she,  the  said  Sarah  Noble,  might 
go  and  Uve  with  her,  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry,  at  the  said  shop, 
until  she,  the  said  Sarah  Noble,  had  got  a  situation;  and  that  the 
husband  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry  had  ordered  a  pair  of  blankets 
and  had  not  paid  for  them,  and  that  she,  the  said  Mary  Ann  'Fry, 
had  not  money  enough  to  pay  for  them,  and  that  she,  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Fry,  had  got  a  bonnet  or  a  cap,  or  some  article  of  value, 
in  a  bonnet  box,  which  she  wanted  the  said  Sarah  Noble  to  take 
and  keep  for  her.  By  means  of  which  said  false  pretences  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Fry  did  then  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  Sarah 

(fl)  Beported  bj  A.  Brtlestov,  Esq.,  BarriBter-at-Law. 
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Noble»  certain  money,  to  wit,  the  snm  of  ten  shillings  of  the  moneys       Bbo. 
of  the  said  Sarah  Noble,  with  intent  to  defraud.     Whereas  in  truth       „  '* 

and  in  fact  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry  did  not  then  keep  a  shop,  and  the        1 

husband  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry  had  not  ordered  a  pair  of  blankets^       1 858. 
and  she,  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry,  had  not  got  either  a  bonnet  or  a  jyb^"T^^^„^ 
cap,  or  anything  in  the  said  bonnet  box  but  stones  and  pieces  of  ^Mim^ryueZ 
bnck  and  dirt,  as  she,  the  said  Mary  Ann  Fry,  at  the  time  she  so  ta^wn  o/faet, 
falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid  well  knew  ;  against  the  form  of  the  **'*'"?^?*?'  ^ 
statute  m  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our       y^""^*^ 
Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

The  evidence,  so  far  as  it  was  material  to  the  present  case,  was 
as  foUows : — 

Sarah  Noble.— On  the  26th  September  I  went  to  the  Erith 
station.  When  I  was  taking  my  ticket  the  prisoner  was  standing 
near  me.  I  dropped  a  half-sovereign.  She  picked  it  up  and  gave 
it  to  me.  The  prisoner  got  into  the  same  carriage,  and  we  rode 
together  to  Woolwich.  I  told  her  I  was  looking  for  a  situation. 
The  prisoner  said  she  lived  on  Northumberland  Heath,  and  kept 
a  shop.  She  promised  me  I  should  go  home  with  her  until  I  got 
a  situation.  She  asked  me  to  go  to  X>artford,  and  I  went  with 
her.  We  went  to  the  Crown  and  Anchor  public-house,  and  had 
some  refreshment  there.  Whilst  there  she  told  me  to  stop  there 
till  she  came  back.  She  came  back  in  about  twenty  minutes,  and 
had  a  new  bonnet  box  and  a  handkerchief  tied  over  it.  She  told 
me  to  hold  it  till  she  came  back  again.  I  held  it;  it  appeared 
heavy,  and  I  thought  there  was  something  in  it  which  she  had 
been  buying.  When  she  brought  the  bonnet  box  she  said  that  her 
husband  had  been  and  got  a  pair  of  blankets,  but  he  had  not 
money  enough  to  pay  for  them,  and  then  asked  me  if  I  had  got  ten 
shillings.  I  told  her  I  had.  She  said,  '^  Would  you  mind  lending 
it  to  me?"  I  said,  ^'  You  are  a  stranger  to  me."  She  had  said, 
^  If  you  will  lend  me  this  ten  shillings  I  will  take  you  home  until 
you  get  a  situation."  I  lent  her  the  half-sovereign,  because  she 
said  she  kept  a  shop  on  Northumberland  Heath,  and  I  should  have 
it  returned  when  I  got  home  with  her.  She  went  away.  When 
I  found  the  prisoner  did  not  come  back  I  opened  the  bonnet  box, 
and  found  some  small  pieces  of  stone  ana  brick.  On  the  28th 
September  I  saw  the  prisoner,  and  she  said  she  never  saw  me 
before. 

Sobert  Carr  Ebb  (a  police  Serjeant). — I  went  in  search  of  the 

Erisoner.     She  lives  at  North  End,  Crayford.     She  lodges  in  the 
ouse,  and  does  not  keep  a  shop  on  Northumberland  Heath. 
I  directed  the  jury,  if  they  believed  the  facts  stated  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecutrix,  to  find  a  special  verdict   They  found  the  prisoner 
guilty  of  fraudulently  obtaining  the  half-sovereign,  the  prosecutrix 

Eirting  with  it  under  the  belief  that  the  prisoner  kept  a  shop  on 
orthumberland  Heath,  and  that  the  prosecutrix  should  have  it 
when  she  went  home  with  her.  As  1  entertained  some  doubts 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  conviction,  I  respited  the  judgment  and 


396  CRIMINAL  LAW  CASS8. 

Beg.        reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal, 
Prt.        upon  the  following  qaestions : — 

— .*  First*  Whether  the  indictment  sufficiently  charges  the  prisoner 

1858.  ^ith  having  obtained  the  money  from  the  prosecutrix  by  means  of 
jVibTpr^MCM  ^^^  pretencesi  there  being  no  averment  that  the  prisoner  asked 
— ATMrgprww-  the  prosecutrix  to  lend  her  the  money. 

*"^^  ^^^^L      Second*  Whether  the  pretence  used  was  a  sufficient  false  pre- 
"'^'JJ^**'  tence  within  the  statute. 

Third.  Whether  the  pretence  charged  in  the  indictment  is  Buffi- 
ciently  proved  as  laid. 

Ko  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
C  G.  Addisouy  for  the  prosecution. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J« — There  is  no  doubt  that  the  indictment 
is  good  enough  on  the  face  of  it.     The  question  is  whether  it  is 
supported  by  the  evidence. 
Addison  read  the  case. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — The  prosecutrix  swears  that  she  gave 
the  money  upon  the  faith  of  the  representation  that  she  k^t 
a  shop. 

Addison. — The  only  question  is,  whether  that  is  at  all  qualified 
by  the  special  verdict  found  by  the  jury. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  indict- 
ment is  perfectly  j?ood ;  and  that  it  was  supported  by  the  evidence, 
inasmucn  as  it  is  round  that  the  money  was  obtainea  by  means  of 
the  false  representation  that  the  prisoner  kept  a  shop  at  the  place 
which  she  named. 

The  other  Judges  concurred.  Canmctian  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  28,  1858. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Cbowdeb  and  Willes,  JJ., 

and  Mabtin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  r.  Jennings,  (a) 

Canvieihn  for  simple  larceny  upon  indictment  charging  larceny  by  a 

servant — Special  property. 

Upon  an  indictment  charging  that  the  prisoner  whilst  servant  to  A,  stole 
the  money  of  A,^  the  proof  w(u  that  he  was  servant  to  B,^  and  that  the 
money  which  he  stole  wcu  the  money  ofB,,  but  in  the  possession  of  A. 
as  the  agent  (fB  : 

Held  properly  convicted  of  simple  larceny. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county 
of  Bedford,  held  at  Bedford  on  the  21st  day  of  October, 
1857,  George  Michael  Jennings  was  tried  on  an  indictment  which 
was  in  the  following  words : 

Bedfordshire,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon  their 
to  wit  J    oaths  present,  that  Geoi^e  Michael  Jennings, 

on  the  25th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857,  was 
Bervant  to  Edward  Sanders  and  that  the  said  George  Michael  Jen- 
nings, whilst  he  was  such  servant  to  the  said  Edward  Sanders  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  certain 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  three  pounds,  eight  shillings,  of,  and 
belonging  to  the  said  Edward  Sanders  his  master,  feloniously  did 
steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  further 
present,  that  the  said  George  Michael  Jennings,  within  six 
calendar  months  from  the  time  of  committing  the  offence  in  the 
first  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of 
September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1857,  bein^  then  servant  to 
the  said  Edward  Sanders,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry 
away,  certain  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1^  lOs.  2d.,  of,  and 
belonging  to,  the  said  Edward  Sanders,  his  master,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  prisoner  pleaded  Not  Guilty  to  this  indictment. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  Edward  Sanders  was  the  agent  of 

(o)  Reported  by  A.  BiTTLESTOSTf  Esq..  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Rbo.       one  Mrs.  Sanders,  that  the  prisoner  was  her  servant  at  the  time 
,    *-  he  took  the  moneys  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the 

moneys  when  taken  were  in  the  possession  of  Edward  Sanders  as 

1858.       agent  of  Mrs.  Sanders. 

Coansel  for  the  prisoner  objected  that  the  variance  between  the 

indictment  and  the  evidence  was  fatalj  and  that  the  prisoner  could 

Evidmo^^    not  be  convicted  either  of  larceny  as  a  servant,  or  of  simple  larceny. 

Con'^r^    I  directed  the  jury  that  the  averments  in  the  indictment  as  to  the 

9^^ian!^.  prisoner  being  the  servant  of  Edward  Sanders,  might  be  rejected 

as  sarplasage,  that  Edward  Sanders  had  a  special  property  in  the 

money,  ana  that,  if  they  believed  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution, 

they  might  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  simple  larceny.    The  jury 

found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  simple  larceny. 

The  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  is  requested 
whether  this  conviction  was  right. 

Judgment  was  postponed ;  the  prisoner  was  remanded  to  prison, 
but  has  since  been  discharged  on  recognizance  of  bail  to  appear 
and  receive  judgment. 

This  case  was  not  argued  bv  counsel  on  either  side. 
Lord  Campbell,  C. J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. — 
After  reading  the  case  he  said :  we  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  is  right.  The  allegation  in  the  indictment  that  the 
prisoner  was  servant  to  Edward  Sanders  is  quite  unnecessary  to 
the  chaise  of  simple  larceny  and  may  be  rejected.  The  only  other 
objection  is,  that  the  money  stolen  was  the  money  of  Mrs.  Sanders, 
and  it  is  true  that  the  absolute  property  was  in  her ;  but  at  the 
time  when  the  prisoner  stole  the  money,  it  was  in  the  possession  of 
Edward  Sanders.  He  had  a  special  property  in  it,  and,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  indictment,  the  property  was  well  laid  in  him. 

Qmviction  £tffirme(L 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
January  28,  1858. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Crowdeb  and  Willes,  JJ., 

and  Mabtin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Jessop.  {a) 

Fahe  pretence§ — Passing  a  one^paund  Irish  Bank-note  as  a  five- 
pound  note. 

A  person  who  fraudulently  offers  a  \L  bank-note  as  a  note  for  5L  and 
fleets  ii  changed  upon  that  representation^  may  he  convict^  under  the 
statute  for  obtaining  money  oy  false  pretences^  although  the  party  to 
whom  it  was  passed  could  ready  and  the  note  upon  the  face  of  il 
afforded  clearty  the  means  of  detecting  the  fraud, 

THE  following  cat«  was  tried  before  me  at  the  West  Riding 
Intermediate  Sessions  held  at  Wakefield,  on  the  26th  day  of 
August  last.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  obtaining  42.  \9s.  10^. 
from  Ann  Perkin  by  falsely  pretending  that  a  certain  piece  of 
paper  was  a  52.  note,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  it  was  not  a 
52.  note.  The  evidence  was  as  follows:  Emma  Perkin  stated 
— I  live  with  my  mother  at  the  Globe  Inn,  Wakefield.  Monday, 
16th  August,  a  person  came  into  the  house  from  a  quarter  past 
five  to  six  o'clock ;  he  asked  for  a  glass  of  beer.  The  prisoner  was 
the  man :  he  was  in  the  taproom ;  1  served  him ;  the  price  was  three 
halfpence ;  he  said,  **  Is  tne  master  in  ?  "  I  said,  *^  No ;  do  you 
want  him  for  anything  that  I  can  tell  him  ?  "  He  said,  ^  I  only 
want  this  52.  note  (manged."  He  showed  me  a  12.  note;  it 
was  in  his  hand ;  I  took  it  and  gave  it  to  my  mother ;  he  drank 
his  beer  and  went  away  ;  afterwards  my  mother  sent  me  to 
one  Billingtons  with  the  note.  He  said  something  about  the 
note.     I  went  to  the  police-office ;  showed  the  note  to  one  Apple- 

{ard,  then  to  Burton,  the  inspector,  to  whom  I  gave  up  the  note. 
,  my  mother,  and  Mr.  McDonald,  went  to  the  railway-station, 
Wakefield,  twenty  minutes  to  seven  o'clock,  and  saw  the  prisoner 
there. 

On  cross-examination  she  stated : — I  am  sure  he  said  ''  I  only 
want  this  &L  note  changed ;  "  the  note  was  put  into  my  hands ; 
I  and  my  mother  can  read  and  write ;  I  looked  at  the  note ;  thought 
it  was  a  5L  note. 

On  re-examination : — He  did  not  ask  for  change  until  he  knew 
the  master  was  not  in.  This  is  the  note  I  gave  Inspector  Burton ; 
the  note  was  put  into  my  hand  open,  not  crumpled  up. 

(a)  Reported  by  A  BrrrLnrov,  Esq.,  Bairitter-at-Law. 
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R»>-  Ann  Perkin  stated : — I  keep  the  Globe  Inn.   M7  daughter  came 

Jbmop.      ^  ™^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  Augast  with  a  note ;  I  was  busy,  she  wanted 

'      change,  I  gave  her  4/.  19«.  10^  for  the  prisoner  for  the  note.     He 

^^^-       had  a  checked  smock  and  felt  hat ;  I  saw  him  go  awaj ;  I  was 

FaUewZmoes  suspicious ;  I  sent  my  daughter  with  the  note  to  ^illingtons ;  she 

-—Pasting  a    Came  back ;  I  went,  on  her  return,  to  the  police-ofRce,  saw  Apple- 

S^^^!!!!^     "  yard.  Burton,  and  McDonald ;  we  went  with  McDonald  to  the 

Jive-p<nmd  note,  railway-station ;  saw  the   prisoner  on    the  platform  coming  out 

of  the  booking-office ;  the  tnun  was  starting  for  Doncaster ;  he 

had  a  ticket ;  at  the  station  he  had  a  black  and  blue  plaid  coat  as 

described  by  my  daughter. 

On  cross-examination : — My  daughter  put  the  note  in  my  hand 
open  ;  I  laid  it  on  the  table,  and  put  it  in  my  purse.  I  can  read 
Old  English ;  I  gave  the  prisoner  change ;  he  said  nothing  to  me. 

On  re-examination : — I  did  not  look  particularly  at  the  note ;  I 
had  no  idea  of  its  being  a  li!.  note. 

William  Burton  stated : — I  am  a  police-constable ;  I  produce  this 
note ;  I  received  it  from  Mrs.  Perkins  on  the  10th  of  August  and 
have  had  it  ever  since.  On  the  face  of  the  note  is  **  one  ;'*  one  is 
at  each  corner  of  the  note ;  it  is  a  Bank  of  Ireland  note ;  one  pound 
is  clearly  printed  in  the  middle. 

(The  evidence  of  several  other  witnesses  was  set  out  in  the  case; 
but  the  above  statements  embrace  all  that  is  material  to  the 
question  raised.) 

Foster  (for  the  prisoner)  objected  that  there  was  no  case  to  go 
to  the  jury,  relying  on  these  grounds : 

First,  The  prosecutrix  had  means  of  detecting  from  the  face 
of  the  note  itself  that  it  was  not  a  5L  note,  by  using  common 
prudence  and  caution  ;  the  party  having  at  the  time  the  means  of 
detection  at  hand  need  not  have  been  deceived:  {Younff*8  case, 
2  East,  P.  C.  823.) 

Secondly,  The  note  was  of  the  same  species  as  a  5Z.  note,  differ- 
ing only  in  quality  and  value,  it  comes  within  Elkingt&rCs  case : 
(A  V.  Bryan,  26  L.  J.  84,  M.  C. ;  7  Cox  Crim.  Gas.  312.) 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  Ouilty,  and  a  sentence  of  four 
calendar  months  hard  labour  in  the  House  of  Correction  was 
rassed  on  him,  but  he  was  admitted  to  bail  until  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  can  be  had. 

No  counsel  was  instructed  to  argue  on  behdf  of  the  prisoner. 

Matile,  for  the  prosecution. — The  only  question  is  whether  the 
putting  off  of  an  Irish  1/.  note  as  a  5/.  note  and  obtaining  5L  in 
change,  is  an  obtaining  of  money  by  false  pretences  within  the 
statute,  the  prosecutor  having  had  the  means  of  detecting  the 
fraud.  The  case  of  R  v.  Younff  (2  East,  P.  C.  823),  was  relied 
upon  by  the  prisoner.    (He  was  stopped.) 

Lord  Campbisll,  C.J. — We  all  think  that  the  conviction  is  good. 
In  many  eases  the  party  giving  change  would  not  look  at  the  note, 
but  would  give  faith  to  the  representation  of  the  party  offering  it. 
It  is  a  clear  case  within  the  act  of  Parliament ;  for  the  other  point 
made  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  is  quite  idle.       Conviction  affirmetL 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 
Liverpool  Wintke  Assizes. 
December  5,  1857. 
^  (Before  Wiohtman,  J.) 

Beq.  v.  Bichabd  Msigh.  (a) 

Fargerif^ — Indictment — Evidence, 

The  prisoner  wot  indicted  far  forging  at  Liverpool  a  receipt. 

The  first  count  set  out  the  instrument  showing  that  it  was  a  receipt. 

The  second  W€u  for  forging  a  receipt  simply. 

The  third  for  Jorging  a  warranty  order y  or  request  for  the  delivery  of 
goodsy  and 

T%e  fourth  for  forging  a  warranty  order,  or  request  for  the  transfer  of 
goods. 

Where  the  prisoner  signed  a  document  which  entitled  him  to  receive  a 
delivery  note,  which,  in  the  course  of  business  of  the  B,  Canal  Com^ 
pany,  would  enable  him  to  demand  and  have  t/ie  goods  described 
therein  delivered  to  him  on  payment  of  the  charges  for  carriage : 

Beldj  tliat  this- was  a  forgery  of  a  receipt  for  goods  within  the  l\  Geo, 

4  <^  1  ma,  4,  c,  m,  s.  lo. 

THE  prosecator,  George  Fowler,  was  a  dealer  in  earthenware 
at  Stoke-upon-Trent.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that 
the  prisoner,  with  whom  he  had  had  previous  transactions, 
called  apon  him  and  purchased  four  crates  of  earthen  ware,  only 
paying  him  for  one.  It  was  agreed  between  them  that  all 
four  should  be  consigned  to  the  seller  (the  prosecutor ),  and  that 
on  the  prisoner  remitting  the  price  of  the  three  which  remained 
unpaid  for,  the  prosecutor  should  remit  to  the  prisoner  an  order 
for  the  delivery  of  the  crates  to  him,  and  that  in  the  meantime  they 
should  lie  at  the  dock  in  the  name  of  George  Fowler,  the  prqse* 
cutor.  The  goods  were  forwarded  by  the  Bridgewater  Canal 
to  Liverpool  on  this  understanding,  and  were  deposited  on  the 
Duke's  Dock  quay.  It  was  the  ordinary  course  of  business  with 
the  canal  company  (the  trustees  of  the  Duke  of  Bridgewater)  on 
the  arrival  of  goods  to  send  a  *^  note-deliverer,"  to  obtain  the  signa* 
ture  of  the  consignee  to  a  note,  which  stated  the  date  of  arrival  in 
Liverpool,  the  consignee's  name,  and  the  amount  of  charges,  in 
separate  columns,  leaving  three  other  columns  to  be  filled  up  by 
the  consignee.     The  first  of  these  latter  columns  was  headed, 

(a)  Reported  by  B.  D.  M.  Littlbr,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
VOL.   VIL  2   D 
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Bbo. 

V. 

Mkioh* 


1857. 


**  Bimatore  of  the  parties  acknowledging  that  the  ^oods  are  lyingp 
on  the  quay  at  DuKe's  Dock  at  their  own  riak,''  Uie  others  con- 
taining the  date  and  hour  of  the  making  the  signature  in  the 
previous  column.  The  practice  was  for  the  note-deliverer  to  hand 
to  the  party  signing  this  document^  as  consignee^  a  deliverjr-note, 
entitling  the  holder  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods  on  payment  of 
the  canal  charges* 

The  note-deliverer  was  called,  and  proved  that  he  called  at  an 
earthenware  dealer's  in  Liverpool  to  inquire  if  he  knew  anything 
of  George  Fowler,  the  consignee*  He  saw  the  prisoner  standing 
at  the  door^  and  asked  him  if  he  knew  George  Fowler?  He  saio^ 
'^^  Yes,  I  am  Geoige  Fowler."  He  then  obtained  the  prisoner's 
signature  to  the  book  which  be  carried,  and  thereupon  lumded  him 
the  delivery-note. 

The  following  is  the  form  of  the  document  which  the  prisoner 
signed  : 


Date 
1S57. 

Towliom 
consigned. 

Specification 
of  goods. 

Charges. 

Signature  of  par* 
tifs  acknowledg- 
ing that  the  goods 
are  Ijing  on  the 
qnaj  at    Dnke^ 
Dock  at  their  own 
nsk. 

Dat« 
1S57. 

Time. 

Oetober 

20 

0.  Fowler. 

4  Crates. 

£  9.    a, 
I    14    9 

George  Fowler. 

October 

20 

8 

SO 

The  prisoner  subsequently  presented  the  delivery-note  and 
obtained  the  goods.  He  had  no  authority  from  the  prosecutor  to 
sign  for  him. 

Thulal  Atkinson^  for  the  prisoner,  objected  that  the  instru- 
ment was  not  a  receipt  within  the  1 1  Geo.  4  &  i  Will.  4,  c.  66, 
s.  10  (h)\  for  his  signature  to  this  instrument  did  not  entitle  him 
to  the  possession  of  the  goods  but  to  a  delivery-note  merely^  and 
he  quoted  Reg.  v.  Cooper:  (2  C.  &  K.  586.) 

Leofrie  Temple^  for  the  prosecution,  said  that  as  the  delivery- 
note  which  was  given  him  on  signing  the  consignee's  name  would 
entitle  him  to  receive  the  goods,  a  constructive  delivery  of  the 
goods  did  in  fact  take  place  on  his  so  signing,  for  the  liability  of 
the  consignor  and  also  of  the  carrier  was  at  an  end. 

WioHTMAN,  J. — The  case  must  go  to  the  jury,  and  if  I  think 

• 

(6)  "Any  acquittance  or  receipt  eitlier  for  money  or  goods,  or  anj  acconntable  recdpt,«ther 
'  money  or  goods,  or  for  any  note,  bill,  or  otiier  security  for  the  payment  of  money." 

« 


for 
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there  is  any  doubt  I  will,  if  necessary,  reserve  a  case  for  the  Court 
of  Criminal  Appeal. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  Guilty,  and  his  Lordship  deferred 
passing  sentence :  but,  at  the  close  of  the  assize,  said  he  had  now 
no  doubt  on  the  point,  and  passed  sentence  acconlingly. 


Rbo. 

V. 

Mkioh. 
1857. 


NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 
Liverpool  Winter  Assizes. 

December  5,  1657. 

(Before  Wightmak,  J.) 

Req.  v.  John  Haigh.  (a) 

Larceny'^20  ^  21  Vict  c,  54,  s.  4. 

A  bailee  charged  wUh  fraudulefUiy  converting  bailed  property  under  the 
20  ^  21  Ftct  c.  54,  9.  4,  totu  indicted  in  the  ordinary  form  ae  for 
larceny y  with  a  conclueian  contra  Jbrgnam  : 

JBeld,  good 

'^^HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  at  Bolton  stolen  a  horse 
-^  the  property  of  the  prosecutor.  The  indictment  was  in  the 
ordinary  form,  concluding,  however,  contra  formam,  &c. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  prosecutor  had  entrusted 
the  prisoner  with  a  horse,  which  he  requested  him  to  lead  for  him 
to  a  certain  place  agreed  upon  between  them.  He  did  not  pay 
him  anything  at  the  time,  but  stated  at  the  trial  that  he  intended 
giving  him  a  shilling  for  his  trouble.  On  the  way,  however,  to 
the  appointed  place,  the  prisoner  sold  the  horse  and  appropriated 
the  proceeds.  He  was  taken  into  custody  and  committed  for  trial 
under  the  provisions  of  the  20  &  21  Vict  c.  54,  s.  4.  (b) 

Sowkr  for  the  prosecution. 

C  H,  Hopwoody  for  the  prisoner,  objected  that  the  indictment 
ought  to  have  set  out  speaally  the  section  of  the  statute  under 
which  it  was  sought  to  convict  him. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  necessary,  but  I  will  con- 
sider the  point. 

Sentence  was  deferred,  but  at  the  conclusion  of  the  assize,  his 
Lordship  passed  sentence  of  imprisonment. 


(a)  Reported  bj  B.  D.  M.  Littlxr,  Esq^  Barrister-at-Law. 

(h)  *'  If  an  J  person  being  a  bailee  of  aoy  propertj  shall  fraodnlently  take  or  conTert  tbe  same 
to  his  own  use,  or  the  nse  of  anj  person  other  than  tbe  owner  thereof,  although  he  shall  not 
break  bulk,  or  otherwise  determine  the  bailment,  he  shall  be  gniltj  of  laroenj/* 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 
Liverpool  Winter  Assizes. 

December  5,  1857. 
(Before  Wightman,  J.) 
Reg.  9.  Greenwood,  (a) 

Murder^^Manslaughier — Rape, 

Where  the  pritcner  commuted  a  felony  on  the  person  of  a  ehUdj  whereby 
she  died,  the  jury  were  directed  thai  they  might  find  a  verdict  of 
manslaughter. 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  murder  and  rape  on  a   child 
under  ten. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  connexion 
with  the  deceased^  and  that  it  was  afterwards  discovered  slie  had 
the  venereal  disease. 
'     Fendey  and  (7.  H.  Hopwood,  for  the  prosecution. 

Cobbetty  for  the  prisoner.  ' 

Wightman  9  J.,  told  the  jury  that  the  malice,  which  constitutes 
murder,  might  be  either  express  or  implied.  There  was  no  pre- 
tence in  this  case  that  there  was  any  malice  other  than  what 
might  be  implied  by  law.  There  were  five  questions  for  them  to 
consider. 

First,  had  the  prisoner  connexion  with  her? 

Secondly,  did  she  die  therefrom  ? 

Thirdly,  had  she  the  venereal  disease  ? 

Fourthly,  did  she  die  from  its  effects  ? 

Fifthly,  did  she  get  it  from  the  prisoner  ? 

If  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  had  connexion  with 
her,  and  she  died  from  its  effects,  then  that  act  being,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  a  felony  in  point  of  law,  this  would,  of 
itself,  be  such  malice  as  would  justify  them  in  finding  him  guilty 
of  murder. 

The  jury  retired,  and,  after  some  time,  returned  into  court 
saying  that  they  were  satisfied  that  he  had  connexion,  and  that 
her  death  resulted  therefrom,  but  were  not  agreed  as  to  finding 
him  guilty  of  murder. 

Wightman,  J.,  told  them  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  open  to  them  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  manslaughter,  and 
that  ttiey  might  ignore  the  doctrine  of  constructive  malice  if  they 
thought  fit. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  manslaughter,  and  the  prisoner  was 
ordered  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  life. 

(a)  Reported  by  K.  D.  M.  Littljer,  Esq.,  Barrister-ai-Law. 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 

LiVEEPOOL  WiNTEB    ASSIZBS. 

(Before  Wightman,  J.) 

December  5,  1857. 

Reg.  v.  Price  and  Others,  (a) 

Evidence* 

li  is  competent  to  counsei  on  eroM'-examination  to  oik  the  wUneee  if  he 
'   had  ever  made  a  certain  etatementy  without  excepting  from  such  gues* 
tion  the  time  when  he  was  before  the  magistrates, 

II^HE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  a  burglary. 
Fernky^  for  one  of  the  prisoners,  asked  a  witness  on  cross- 
examination  if  he  had  been  examined  before  the  magistrates.  On 
being  answered  in  the  affirmative,  he  then  asked  whether  the 
witness  had  ever  before  that  day  made  a  certain  statement  which 
bad  formed  jNurt  of  his  evidence. 

Wheeler^  for  the  prosecntion,  objected  that  the  question  diould 
have  been,  whether  the  witness  had  ever  made  sach  statement  at 
any  time,  excepting  at  the  time  when  he  was  before  the  magistrates; 
for  that  the  only  admissible  evidence  of  what  was  said  before  the 
magistrates  was  the  depositions,  and  the  question  being  put 
generally,  would  include  what  was  said  on  that  occasion. 

WiOHTMAN,  J.9  ruled  that  the  question  might  be  put  generally. 

(o)  B«ported  by  B.  D.  M.  Lixtlbb,  Esq.,  Barrifter-«i>Law. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

.    November  14,  1857. 

(Before  Cookbubn,  C.J.»  Erle  and  Williams,  JJ.,  Mabtik 

and  Channell,  BB.) 

Reg.  v.  Lewis,  (a) 

Pradke-^AUowance  and  iaxadan  of  costs  incurred  in  this  court. 

The  costs  incurred  by  the  prosecutor  upon  the  argument  of  a  case  reserved 
for  this  court  are  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  costs  of  the  prosecution^ 
which  the  judge  presiding  at  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  is  authoristed  to 
allow  under  7  Geo.  4,  e,  64,  s,  22;  but  such  costs  will  in  future  be  taxed 
hy  the  officer  of  this  courts  who  will  certify  the  amount  to  the  clerh  of 
assizCf  or  clerh  of  the  peace,  the  officer  of  the  court  by  which  the 
case  was  reserved, 

BRETT  applied  to  the  court  for  directions  as  to  the  allowance  and 
taxation  of  the  costs  incurred  upon  the  aifi^ument  of  this  case : 
(see  7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  277.)  Application  had  been  made  to  the  proper 
taxing  olBScer  of  the  court  by  which  the  case  was  reserved,  but 
he  had  declined  to  tax  these  costs,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not 
the  proper  officer  to  do  so.  The  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c  79,  con- 
stituting this  court,  makes  no  provision  respecting  the  costs  of  pro- 
ceedings taken  in  it:  but  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4»  a  64,  s.  22,  authorizes 
the  court,  before  which  any  person  is  prosecuted  or  tried  for  any 
felony,  to  order  payment  to  the  prosecutor  and  his  witnesses  of 
a  reasonable  allowance  for  their  expenses  and  for  their  trouble  and 
loss  of  time  in  attending  before  the  examining  magistrate,  the 
grand  jury^  ^^  and  otherwise  canying  on  the  prosecution ; "  and  the 
general  order  therefore  of  the  judge  at  the  trial  of  the  prisoner, 
allowing  the  costs  of  the  prosecution,  is  sufficient  to  include  the 
costs  incurred  in  this  court,  when  the  judee  reserves  a  case. 

Martin,  B. — I  recollect  making  an  order  for  the  costs  in  a  road 
case  which  I  reserved  for  this  court:  (see  R.  v.  Hornsea,  6  Cox 
Crim.  Cas.  302.) 

Brett. — In  Reg.  v.  Cluderoy  (3  Car.  &  K.  205)  the  same  course 
was  pursued ;  but  the  more  difficult  question  is,  what  officer  is  to 

(a)  Reported  by  A.  Bittlistok,  Esq.,  Barriater-at-  Law. 
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tax  the  costs  ?    In  Reg.  v.  Dolan  (Dears,  C.  C.  436 ;  6  Cox  Crim.        *«>• 
Cas.  453n.)  this  court  was  asked  to  direct  a  taxation,  but  refused.       Lswu. 

In  Reg,  v.   Woolley  (4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  452)  the  judge  who  pro-       

nounced  sentence  at  the  following  assizes  after  the  case  had  been        ^^^^' 
argued  in  this  court,  ordered  the  costs  to  be  allowed ;  but  there  is  Allowance  and 
considerable  difficulty  in  the  adoption  of  that  practice  on  account  taxaHonqfeosu 
of  the  language  of  7  Geo.  4,  c  64,  s.  22.     Convenience  certainly    **^^^y 
requires  that  the  costs  should  be  taxed  by  the  officer  of  this  court,      ^a^Sl 
who  is  willing  to  undertake  the  duty. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J.-— We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  court  has 
no  power  to  order  the  costs  of  this  part  of  the  prosecution ;  but  that 
under  7  Gea  4,  c.  64,  that  power  rests  with  the  judge  who  tries  the 
prisoner,  and  who  may  order  these  at  the  same  time  that  he  orders  the 
other  costs  of  the  prosecution.  We  think,  however,  that  it  would 
be  convenient  that  the  officer  of  this  court  should  certify  the  proper 
amount  of  the  costs  to  be  allowed  in  this  court ;  and,  although  tnat 
certificate  would  not  be  binding  upon  the  officers  of  the  court  below^ 
we  do  not  doubt  that  it  would  be  universally  accepted  and  adopted 
by  them.  We  propose  to  make  a  rule  of  this  court  in  reference 
to  this  subject,  and  will  further  consider  the  terms  in  which  that 
rule  should  be  drawn  up.  {b) 

(b)  It  bas  not  been  oonndered  neetenrj  to  imtaa  anj  role  of  conrt  npon  this  mbject ;  bat 
itHnDdentood  tbat  tbe  praotioe  will  infiitiirabe  T9gnhM  bj  the  opinion  of  the  court  MftboTO 
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COUKT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL- 
February  1,  1858. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Coleridge  and  Crowder,  JJ., 

and  Martin  and  Watson,  BB.) 

Reo.  v.  Trebilcock.  (a) 

.Larceny-^^BaUment — Intention  ulHmatelyto  return  the  property  taken  to 
the  owner — Conversion  by  bailee-^^Q  Sf2\  Vict^  e,  54,  «•  4. 

Upo7i  an  indictment  for  larceny,  with  a  count  framed  under  20  ^r  21 
-  Vict,  c.  54,  8.  4,  it  was  proved  that  a  box  of  plate  having  been  deposited 
with  the  prisoner,  for  safe  custody,  he  broke  it  open,  and  took  out  a 
part  of  the  plate,  which  he  offered  to  a  pawnbroker  as  a  security  for 
50/.  Bis  offer  was  declined,  but  he  afterwards  pieced  the  whole  box 
of  plate  with  another  person  as  security  for  200/.  fVhen  he  was  called 
upon  to  restore  the  plate  to  the  owner,  he  had  not  the\means  of  redeem-' 
ng  it  and  was  taken  into  custody. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  gutlty  on  both  counts,  but  recommended 
him  to  mercy,  believing  that  he  intended  ultimately  to  return  the 
property. 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  the  prisoner  was  rightly  convicted 
of  larceny  at  common  law ;  because  the  jury  had  found  a  verdict  of 
guiUy,  which  was  well  warranted  by  the  evidence ;  and  though  they 
had  recommended  him  to  mercy  on  the  ground  that  he  intended 
ultimately  to  restore  the  property,  that  expression  was  not  necessarily 
inconsistent  with  the  verdict,  and  ought  not  to  be  considered  equivalent 
to  a  finding,  that  at  the  titne  when  he  took  the  plate  wrongfully  he  took 
it  for  the  purpose  of  merely  making  a  temporary  use  of  it. 

The  decision  in  Reg.  v,  HoUoway  (3  Cox  Crim.  Gas.  145)  eonfirmedy 
that  to  constitute  larceny  there  must  be  an  intention  permanently  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  the  property, 

Semble,  that  if  not  a  larceny  at  common  law  it  could  not  be  made  suck 
by  the  4th  section  of  20  ^  21  Vict.  c.  54. 

AT  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  holden  in  and  for 
the  borough  of  Plymouth,  on  the  1st  day  of  Januaiy,  1858, 
before  Charles  Saunders,  Esq.,  Recorder,  the  prisoner,  William 
Trebilcock,  was  tried  on  an  indictment  which  chained  him,  first,  with 

(a)  Reported  bj  A.  Bittlbston,  Esq  ,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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a  larceny  upon  the  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  54,  s.  4,  (b)  in  having  as       Rbo. 
bailee  of  plate,  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  fraudulently  con-  T^KBrLoocit. 

verted  it  to  his  own  use ;  secondly,  with  a  common  larceny  of  the        

same  plate«     The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on  both  counts  of       is&s. 
the  indictment^  but  recommended  him  to  mercy,  believing  that  he    j^'j~^ 
intended  ultimately  to  return  the  property.     The  question  for  the    intetuum  to 
opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether,  consistently  with  the  ground  »■«<»«  rA«#tofc« 
upon  which  the  jury  recommended  the  prisoner  to  mercy,  the     P''^9>«^' 
conviction  was  right  upon  both  or  either  of  the  counts* 

The  case  was  this : — The  prosecutrix.  Miss  Palmer,  resided  at 
Plymouth,  and  going  to  London  for  eight  or  ten  days,  deposited 
with  the  prisoner,  a  tradesman  at  Plymouth,  who  had  offered  to 
take  care  of  anything  for  her  during  her  absence,  a  chest  of 
valuable  plate  for  safe  custody  till  she  returned.  The  prisoner 
had  been  told  that  the  prosecutrix  would  leave  a  parcel  with  him, 
which  he  said  that  he  would  put  in  his  iron  chest  to  keep  for  her. 
When  the  chest  of  plate  was  placed  in  the  prisoner's  hands  it  was 
locked  (the  prosecutrix  keepmg  the  key),  then  covered  with  a 
wrapper  sewed  together,  and  sealed  in  a  great  number  of  places 
and  then  tied  with  cord.  The  prisoner  was  not  informed  of  the 
contents  of  this  parcel,  nor  was  any  key  given  to  him.  In  a  day 
or  two  after  the  prosecutrix  left  for  London,  he  had  uncorded 
the  chest,  broken  the  seals,  taken  off  the  wrapper,  procured  a  key, 
opened  the  chest,  and  taken  out  a  part  of  the  plate  and  offered  it  to 
one  Woolf,  at  Plymouth,  as  a  security  for  the  advance  of  50/.  The 
pawnbroker  took  up  one  of  the  pieces  of  plate  which  bore  the  crest 
and  also  a  superscription  with  the  name  of  Sir  George  Magrath 
upon  it,  and  expressing  his  dislike  to  have  anything  to  do  with  it, 
the  prisoner  said  that  ne  was  under  an  engagement  to  be  married 
to  Ladv  Magrath.  The  prosecutrix  had  lived  with  Sir  Geoi^e 
Magrath,  and  when  he  dieo,  the  plate,  among  other  property,  came 
into  her  possession.  Woolf  ultimately  declined  any  advance  upon 
it.  The  prisoner  then  communicated  by  letter  with  another  pawn- 
broker named  Druiff,  at  Newport  in  Monmouthshire,  with  whom 
the  prisoner  had  before  had  bill  transactions.  Druiff  came  to  the 
prisoner  at  Plymouth  and  advanced  him  200/.,  taking  bills  for  the 
amount,  and  the  whole  chest  of  plate  worth  from  500/.  to  600il,  as  a 
collateral  security  for  the  loan.  Druiff  took  the  plate  away  with 
him  to  Newport.  The  prisoner,  by  way  of  accounting  to  Druiff  for 
the  possession  of  the  plate,  represented  to  him  that  he  was  goins 
to  get  married  to  the  lady  of  the  late  Sir  George  Magrath,  and 
that  she  had  given  him  tne  plate  to  take  care  of  till  they  were 
married.  The  prosecutrix  went  to  London  on  the  8th  day  of 
November,  and  returned  on  the  17th  of  the  same  month.  On  her 
return  the  prosecutrix  tried  often  to  see  the  prisoner  but  could 
not  do  so  ti]U  the  26th.  When  she  first  saw  him,  and  asked  him  for 

(6)  The  Mction  is  as  ibllows  :-*•**  If  an j  penoo  being  a  bailee  of  any  property  sball  franda- 
lently  take  or  conrert  it  to  his  own  use,  or  the  nse  of  any  person  other  than  the  owner  thereof, 
althcmgfa  he  shall  not  break  bulk  or  otherwise  determine  the  baihnent,  he  shall  be  guilty  of 
Ureeny.** 
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^'^        the  parcel,  the  prisoner  said  he  would  send  it  to  her  the  same 

TsBBXLoocK.  evening.    It  was  not  sent.    The  prosecatrix  went  often  backwards 

— :        and  forwards  to  the  prisoner's  shop  and  private  residence  to  see 

1858.        ^jjg  prisoner,  but  could  not  see  him  again  till  the  2nd  of  December, 

Larcens/^    when  the  prosecutrix  insisted  upon  instantly  having  her  parcel.  The 

itomuion  to    prisoner  said  she  could  not  have  it  as  it  was  out  of  town,  he  had 

''^^^^JJ^^  sent  it  to  Bristol ;  then  he  said  it  was  now  further  than  Bristol, 

that  it  was  in  Wales^  but  that  he  would  write  a  letter  and  she 

should  have  it  on  Friday.    The  parcel  did  not  arrive.    The  prisoner 

refiised  to  tell  in  whose  hands  it  was,  but  the  prosecutrix  bad 

learnt  from  the  prisoner's  father  that  Druiff  had  it.     The  inspector 

of  police  went  to  Newport  and  found  the  chest  of  plate  there,  bat 

Druiff  refused  to  give  it  up  unless  upon  payment  of  the  2001L 

for  which  it  had   been  deposited  with   him   as  securitv.      The 

prisoner  could  not  redeem  it,  and  upon  the  facts  being  made  known 

to  the  prosecutrix  she  had  the  prisoner  taken  into  custody  on  a 

charge  of  stealing,  and  the  police  took  possession  of  the  chest 

of  plate  as  stolen  property. 

Upon  the  finding  of  the  jury,  with  the  recommendation  to 
mercy,  above  stated,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended  that  to 
support  either  of  the  counts  in  the  indictment,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  prisoner  should  have  intended  permanently  to  deprive  the 
prosecutrix  of  her  property,  and  that,  as  the  jury  believed  that  his 
intention  was  ultimately  to  return  it,  the  verdict  was  wrong. 

The  prisoner  was  committed  to  prison,  and  sentence  deferred 
until  the  opinion  of  the  judges  shall  have  been  obtained  upon  the 
question  raised.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  ground 
upon  which  the  jurv  recommended  the  prisoner  to  mercy  may 
consist  with  the  verdict  upon  both  or  either  of  the  counts  of  the 
indictment,  the  verdict  to  stand  upon  both  or  either  of  the  counts 
accordingly.  K  the  recommendation  may  not  consist  with  the 
verdict  on  either  count,  then  the  verdict  to  be  set  aside,  and  a 
verdict  of  not  guilty  to  be  recorded. 

JE.  W.  CoXy  for  the  prisoner. — The  question  is  whether  the 
recent  statute,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  54,  s.  4,  alters  the  general  law  of 
larceny  in  any  other  respect  than  making  a  bailee  liable. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — If  this  was  larceny  at  all,  it  was 
larceny  at  common  law.  The  statute  would  make  no  oifference 
in  this  respect. 

Colbbidge,  J. — If  not  a  larceny  at  common  law  the  new  statute 
would  not  make  it  such ;  so  that  the  q^ly  question  is  whether  the 

5ri6oner  could  properly  be  convicted  of  larceny  at  common  law. 
i'he  jury  have  found  him  guilty. 

E.  W.  ^Cox. — ^Yes ;  but  they  recommended  him  to  mercy  on  a 
ground  which  shows  that  a  verdict  of  guilty  is  wrong.  They 
found  that  he  intended  ultimately  to  return  the  property  to  the 
owner. 

Crowder,  J. — That  is,  if  he  could  get  it  back  arain. 
JS,  W.  Cox. — The  law  on  this  subject  is  distincuy  laid  down  in 
R.  V.  HoUoioay  (3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  145);  and  still  more  recently 
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in  A  ▼.  Poole  and  Yeates:  (7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  373.)    In  jB.  v.       it»o- 
HoUoway,  Parke,  B.,  said,  that  in  order  to  constitute  larceny,  Tr«biux>ok. 

there  most  be  the  intention  to  deprive  the  owner  wholly  of  his        

property 9  to  usurp  the  entire  dominion  over  the  chattels  taken,  and        i^^s. 
to  make  them  his  own ;  and  Lord  Denman  used  similar  language,     j^r~ 
putting  the  case  of  a  man  taking  a  horse,  with  the  intention  of    intmHon  to 
riding  him  throughout  England,  and  then  returning  him.  rttmm  thesudm 

CoLBBiDGS,  J.— But  in  this  case  the  jury  do  not  say  that  at     P*'^P^' 
the  time  of  the  taking  the  prisoner  intended  to  return  the  plate. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — On  the  contrary,  they  negative  it  by 
finding  him  guilty. 

E,  fFi  Cox. — It  is  necessarily  implied  in  their  statement,  that 
when  he  parted  with  it  to  the  pledgee,  he  had  it  in  his  mind  to  get 
it  back  again  and  restore  it  to  the  owner. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — Your  general  proposition  of  law  is 
right  enough,  but  it  does  not  apply  to  this  case. 

£.  W.  Cox. — If  the  court  interprets  the  expression  nsed  by  the 
jury,  as  meaning  only  that  at  some  time  after  the  larceny  the  prisoner 
intended  to  return  the  property,  the  argument  founded  on  R.  y. 
Holhway  necessarily  fails,  ^ut  that  could  not  be  the  meaning  of 
their  finding.  The  alleged  larceny  was  complete  at  the  moment  of 
dq>08iting  the  plate  with  the  pledgee.  It  was  for  that  he  was  tried, 
and  to  that  alone  was  the  attention  of  the  jury  directed.  They  had 
nothing  to  do  with  any  subsequent  intent.  Their  conclusion 
could  have  had  reference  only  to  the  felonious  act  charged  in  the 
indictment,  and  to  the  moment  of  committing  it,  and  if  they  were 
of  opinion  that  he  had  then  an  intention  to  return  it,  of  which 
there  is  no  doubt,  he  is  not  guilty  of  larceny. 

Carter^  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbbll,  C.J. — The  general  proposition  contended  for 
by  Mr.  Cox  is  perfectly  correct.  To  constitute  larceny,  there 
must  be  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  thief  completely  to  appro- 
priate the  property  to  his  own  use ;  and  if  at  the  time  of  the 
asportation  his  intention  is  to  make  a  mere  temporary  use  of  the 
chattels  taken,  so  that  the  damintis  should  again  have  the  use  of 
them  afterwards,  that  is  a  trespass,  but  not  a  felony ;  but  that 
law  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  Here  there  was  abundant  evi- 
dence of  a  larceny  at  common  law ;  abundant  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  might  find  that  the  prisoner  feloniously  .stole  the  plate ; 
and  the  jury  hav-e  found  a  verdict  of  guilty.  But  they  have  recom- 
mended him  to  mercy,  and  accompanied  that  recommendation  with 
a  statement  as  to  the  prisoner's  intention  to  return  the  stolen  pro- 
perty. Now  I  doubt  whether  what  the  jury  say  in  giving  their 
reason  for  recommending  the  prisoner  to  mercy,  is  to  be  considered 
as  part  of  their  finding ;  but  even  assuming  it  to  be  so,  all  that 
they  say  is,  that  he  intended  ultimately  to  return  the  property ;  not 
that  at  the  time  of  the  wrongful  taking  he  originally  intended 
to  make  a  merely  temporary  use  of  it. 

Coleridge,  J . — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion about  the  law  in  this  case ;  but  the  question  is  merely  as  to 
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Bbo.        the  facts.    And  upon  the  facta  it  appears  that  the  prisoner  hadpnt 
^'  it  out  of  his  power  to  return  the  plate  which  he  had  taken.     Then 

'  what  must  we  do  in  order  to  make  sense  of  the  finding  of  the 

18£8.       jury  ?    It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  recommendation  to  mercy  in 

.         _     itself  assumes  that  the  verdict  of  guilty  is  correct;  but  the  jury 

/nten!^  to    seem  to  have  thought  that  the  prisoner  had  it  in  his  mind  at 

rekum  the  stolen  some  Uncertain  time,  if  he  could  get  hold  of  it  again,  to  restore  the 

property,     property,   and   they  might  consider  that  a  sufficient  reason  for 

recommending  him  to  mercy*     That  interpretation  makes  sense  of 

their  finding,   whilst  the  construction  put  upon  it  by  Mr.  Cox 

renders  their  conduct  quite  inconsistent  and  insensible. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  recommendation  to 
mercy,  and  the  words  which  accompanied  it,  were  no  part  of  the 
verdict  at  all,  and  that  when  the  jury  said  guilty»  there  was  an 
end  of  the  matter,  so  far  as  the  verdict  was  concerned.  But  I  also 
think  that  even  if  it  did  form  part  of  the  verdicf,  it  would  not 
have  the  efiect  of  bringing  it  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  on 
which  Mr.  Cox  relies.  It  seems  to  me  qmte  clear  that  this 
prisoner  stole  the  plate,  and  then  pledged  it  for  200/.,  and  I  think 
that  in  so  doing  he  ^'usurped  the  entire  dominion  of  it''  within 
the  meaning  of  that  expression  as  used  by  Parke,  B.,  in  the  case 
cited.  If,  therefore,  a  special  verdict  had  been  found  in  the  very 
terms  used  by  the  jury,  when  they  recommended  the  prisoner  to 
mercy,  I  should  have  said  that  he  was  still  guilty  of  larceny. 

Crowder,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  also,  that  upon  the  facts  of  this 
case  no  other  rational  conclusion  could  be  arnved  at,  except  that 
the  prisoner  stole  the  plate.  He  broke  open  the  box,  and  took  out 
the  plate  and  stole  it ,  but  the  jury  recommended  him  to  mercy 
because  they  thought  that  he  had  an  intention  of  ultimately 
restoring  it  Probably  it  very  often  happens  that  when  stolen 
goods  are  pawned,  there  is  an  intention  to  get  them  back 
again,  if  the  person  pawning  them  should  ever  be  able  to  do  so^ 
and  in  that  case  to  retqm  them ;  but  such  an  intention  affords  no 
ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  of  guilty,  when  the  offence  of 
brceny  is  satisfactorily  proved  by  the  evidence. 

Watson,  B. — I  also  think  that  this  is  the  clearest  case  of 
larceny  possible,  though  the  jury  have  recommended  the  prisoner 
to  mercy,  because  thev  thought  that  he  would  ultimately  haye 
restored  the  property  if  he  could  have  got  it  back* 

CcnmcHon  cffinMd. 
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COUBT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL, 

January  23,  1858. 

^Before  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  Coleridge  and  Crowdeb,  JJ., 

and  Martin  and  Watson,  BB.  ) 

Reg.  v.  Wright,  {a) 

Larceny  hy  servant — Taking  Jrom  the  master^s  possession — Necessity  of 
proving  specific  amount  taken — General  deficiency. 

A.  was  employed  by  a  banking  company  to  conduct  an  office  at  J9.,  and 
tke  wk<Ae  of  the  duties  there  were  discharged  by  him  alone.  He  was 
paid  a  salary^  for  which  he  was  bound  to  provide  a  place  for 
carrying  on  the  banh  business^  and  the  office  so  provided  was 
attached  to  his  own  house  in  which  he  carried  on  a  separate  business. 
The  office  was  fitted  up  by  the  bank^  and  an  iron  safe  provided^ 
into  which  it  was  A*s  duty  to  put  each  night  the  money  received 
during  the  day  and  which  Had  not  been  required  for  the  purposes 
of  the  bank.  One  key  of  kis  safe  was  kept  by  the  banking  com* 
pany.  He  furnished  weekly  accounts  of  moneys  received  and  paid 
by  kim^  showing  the  balance  in  his  handsy  and  of  what  noteSy  ctuh^ 
or  securities  that  balance  consisted^  Audits  of  his  accounts  were  made 
oeeanonaUy  and  kis  cash  in  hand  examined.  On  the  last  of  suck 
audits  he  was  found  deficient  tit  his  cash  to  the  amount  qfSOOOl. ;  and 
he  admitted  tkat  he  had  taken  that  amount.  On  the  last  previous 
audity  ttvo  years  beforcy  his  cash  had  been  found  correct.  The  learned 
judge  advised  the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny^  if  they 
were  satisfied,  upon  the  whole  qfthejacts,  that  any  part  of  the  sum 
admitted  to  have  been  misappropriated  had  at  any  time  during  the 
two  years  been  taken  from  money  which,  having  been  received  from 
customers,  had  before  such  taking  been  placed  in  the  safe  and  included 
in  the  weekly  accounts  furnished  by  the  prisoner.  The  jury  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  larceny,  as  a  clerk,  in  having  stolen  some  money 
received  from  customers  whichy  be/ore  such  stealing,  had  been  placed 
in  the  safe  and  made  the  subject  of  a  weekly  account : 

HMy  that  the  conviction  was  right,  there  being  evidence  from  which  the 

jury  might  draw  the  conclusion  that  some  part  of  the  money  taken 

by  the  prisoner  had  been  previously  reduced  into  the  mcuter's  possession 

by  being  put  into  the  safe,  and  it  not  being  necessary  that  they  should 

find  any  specific  amount  to  have  been  stolen  on  any  particular  day. 

^PHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  embezzling  money,  the  property 

J-      of  the  public  officer  of  the  Stamford,  Spalding,  and  Boston 

Banking  Company.     He  was  employed  by  the  bank  to  conduct 

(a)    Reported  by  A.  BrrrLEfiTOK,  JU^.,  BiUiuter-at-Law. 
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Bro.  an  office  at  Wainfleet,  in  connection  with  the  Boston  branch  of 

Wbioht.  *^®   ^^^^  bank,   and  the   whole   of  the   duties   were  discharged 

'  by  him  alone.     He  was  paid  a  salary  of  150i  a  year,  for  which 

1858.  he  was  bound  to  provide  a  place  for  carrying  on  the  business, 

Lcu^y  btf  *°^  *^®  office  so  provided   was  attached  to  his   own   house,  in 

tervatu—  which  housc  he  carried  on  the  buuness  of  a  wine  and  spirit 

Possession  of  merchant. 

"^^^  The    office    was  fitted  up  at  the  expense  of  the   bank,  and 

deficiency,  there  was  in  it  an  iron  box  or  safe  provided  by,  and  the  property 
of^  the  bank,  into  which  it  was  the  prisoner's  duty  to  put  any 
money  received  during  the  day,  and  which  had  not  been 
required  for  the  purposes  of  the  bank.  There  were  duplicate  keys 
of  this  safe,  one  of  which  was  kept  in  the  safe  at  Boston  under  the 
control  of  the  manager  there.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  prisoner 
to  receive  money  from  the  customers  to  be  put  to  their  account 
with  the  Boston  branch,  and  to  pay  cheques  drawn  on  the 
Boston  branch  of  the  bank.  He  furnished  to  the  manager 
of  the  Boston  branch  every  Monday  a  return  of  his  transac- 
tions during  the  week,  showing  the  money  received  from  customers 
and  the  money  paid  out,  and  containing  a  statement  of  the  balance 
remaining  in  his  hands,  and  of  the  particulars  of  which  it  consisted, 
specifying  the  notes,  cash,  or  securities ;  and  it  was  his  duty  to  pay 
over  weekly  to  the  Boston  manager  any  excess  he  did  not  want  for 
the  banking  purposes  of  the  office  at  Wainfleet.  Besides  the  money 
he  received  from  customers,  he  received  money  from  the  Boston 
branch  from  time  to  time  when  he  required  it  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  business  at  Wainfleet,  and  the  sums  so  received 
were  entered  in  the  above-mentioned  weekly  accounts. 

Audits  of  his  accounts  were  made  from  time  to  time,  and  the 
amount  of  cash  he  had  in  hand  examined. 

An  audit  meeting  was  held  on  the  29th  of  September,  1855, 
when  his  accounts  were  inspected  and  found  correct,  and  his  cash 
counted  and  found  to  be  right.  From  this  time  up  to,  and  inclu- 
sive of,  Monday  the  7th  September,  1 857,  when  he  made  his  usual 
weekly  statement,  the  accounts  were  furnished  at  the  proper  times 
and  were  correct  in  their  statements  of  receipts  and  payments,  but 
no  audit  or  examination  took  place  of  the  balances  appearing  from 
the  weekly  accounts  to  remain  in  the  prisoner's  hands. 

On  the  12th  of  September,  1857,  the  public  officer  of  the  bank 
and  the  manager  of  the  Boston  branch  called  on  the  prisoner,  and 
made  an  appointment  to  examine  his  cash  in  hand,  when  the 
prisoner  saia  he  was  very  sorry,  he  was  about  3000/.  short  in  his 
cash;  that  he  had  not  the  moral  courage  to  speak  out  before, 
but  it  was  so.  He  handed  over  all  the  cash  ne  said  was  left, 
amounting  to  7552.  \0s.  He  took  this  from  a  drawer  in  the  counter 
in  the  office,  not  from  the  safe.  The  drawer  was  a  convenient 
place  for  the  deposit  of  the  money  for  banking  purposes  during 
the  day.  The  prisoner  then  in  the  presence  of  the  manager  of 
the  Boston  branch  made  up  the  account  to  that  date,  showing  a 
deficiency  of  a021/.  98.  9d. 
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When  before  the  magistiatesy  the  prisoner  made  the  following       Km. 
statement:  "- 

**  I  admit  that  I  have  taken  the  amount  of  money  which  appears  ^^^' 

in  my  weekly  return  dated  September  12thy  IS57,  and  entered  as        1858. 
a  deficiency  of  302 IZ.  9s.  W."  j^^—^ 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution   contended  that  these  facts    ^^^^^ 
were  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  larceny.     That  the  money  Potsmou  qf 
sent  from  the  Boston  branch  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the     *^!?^^ 
bank  so  as  to  make  the  taking  of  it  by  the  prisoner  amount  to     fftfidmcy, 
larceny.     Also  that  the  money  received  at  Wainfleet  from  the 
enstomersy  or  the  balance  of  it  after  the  payments  of  the  day, 
would,  if  the  prisoner  performed   his  duty  (as  it  might,  in  the 
absence  of  contradictory  evidence,  be  presumed  he  did),  be  put  into 
the  safe  of  the  bank    at  night,  and  that  when  put  there  it  wa» 
received  into  the  possession  of  the  bank,  and  no  longer  in  transitu  in 
the  hands  of  the  prisoner  as  the  servant  receiving  it,  and  that  the 
bank  keeping  a  duplicate  key  of  the  safe,  and  the  box  having  been 
bought  by  them  and  the  office  fitted  up  by  them,  though  the  house 
was  the  prisoner's,  the  box  was  the  box  of   the  bank,  and  the 
money  deposited  therein  was  money  reduced  into  the  possession 
of  the  bank,  as  in  the  case  of  the  till  of  a  shopkeeper. 

And  fiirther,  that  the  weekly  statements  made  by  the  prisoner 
to  the  manager  of  the  Boston  branch,  and  received  by  him,  of  the 
balance  remaining  in  the  prisoner's  hands  of  sums  received  during 
the  week  from  customers,  amounted  to  a  statement  by  the 
prisoner  that  he  held  that  balance  for  the  bank  and  as  the  money 
of  the  bank,  and  to  an  acquiescence  by  the  said  manager  in  his 
keeping  it  as  their  clerk  or  servant,  and  that  thenceforth  his 
possession  of  that  balance,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  a  possession  by 
the  bank,  so  as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  larceny,  if  afterwards 
taken  by  the  prisoner. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  contended  that  the  prisoner  was  not  a 
derk  or  servant.  That  there  was,  under  the  circumstances,  no 
such  possession  by  the  prisoner  as  could  be  treated  as  a  possession 
by  the  bank.  That  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  part  of 
the  sum  misappropriated  had  ever  been  in  the  possession  of  the  bank, 
for  it  might  all  have  been  money  received  from  customers  and 
intercepted  and  misappropriated  before  it  was  placed  in  the  safe ; 
and  that  all  the  money  found  on  the  1 2th  of  September  actually 
was  in  the  drawer  of  the  counter,  and  not  in  the  safe ;  and  further, 
that  the  money  when  paid  into  the  safe,  was  in  the  possession  of  the 
prisoner  and  not  in  that  of  the  bank ;  that  the  house  and  all  in  it 
were  the  prisoner's  for  all  purposes  of  possession,  and  he  might 
have  used  the  safe  to  hold  his  own  moneys  coming  to  him  as  a  wine 
merchant,  or  otherwise  mixed  them  with  the  money  coming  from 
the  bank  customers. 

I  advised  the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny,  if  they 
were  satisfied  on  the  whole  of  the  facts  that  any  part  of  the  sum 
admitted  to  have  been  misappropriated  had,  at  any  time  during 
the  two  years,  been  taken  from  the  money  sent  by  the  Boston 
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Beg.        branch  to  the  prisoner^  or  from  money  which  having  been  received 
Wriobt      ^^™  customers  had,  before  such  taking,  been  placed  in  the  safe 

'     and  included  in  the  weekly  accounts  furnished  by  the  prisoner. 

1858.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny,  as  a  clerk,  in 

iJ^^  j^    having  stolen  some  money  received  from  customers  which,  before 

mrtanA^     such  Stealing,  had  been  placed  in  the  safe  and  made  the  subject  of 

PotmMMon  qf  a  weekly  account. 

*^^^  They  said  they  did  not  find  that  the  prisoner  stole  any  of  the 

d^fidme^,     money  which  had  been  sent  to  him  from  the  branch  bank  of  Boston. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  facta 

furnish  sufficient  evidence  of  a  larceny,  and  whether  the  conviction 

was  correct  ?  . 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  six  years'  penal  servitude,  and  is 
now  in  confinement  under  that  sentence. 

Charles  Cbompton. 
0*Brieny  for  the  prisoner. — There  are  two  points  which  arise 
on  this  case.  First,  There  is  no  evidence  of  larceny.  Secondly, 
If  there  was  any  evidence  for  the  jury,  the  verdict  is  bad  for 
uncertainty.  As  to  the  first,  the  evidence  was  that  the  prisoner 
admitted  a  misappropriation  of  money  to  the  amount  of  30002. ; 
but  that  alone  will  not  establish  a  larceny.  Some  facts  must  be 
proved  to  establish  a  dealing  with  some  money  in  a  manner  which 
would  make  the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny.  It  is  conceded  that  until 
the  money  received  by  him  had  been  deposited  in  the  safe, 
there  could  be  no  stealing  of  it  by  him ;  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  ever  put  any  money  into  that  safe. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — It  was  his  duty  to  do  so. 
O'Brien. — In  the  case  of  a  man  who  admits  a  misappropriation 
of  3000/.,  no  presumption  can  be  made  that  he  would  do  his  duty. 
The  indictment  contains  in  effect  only  one  count ;  and  suppose 
that  count  had  charged  the  stealing  of  50L  or  any  other  sum, 
forming  part  of  the  total  deficiency,  what  evidence  is  there  applic- 
able to  any  such  sum  ? 

Martin,  B. — You  say  it  is  surmise  only. 

O'Brien, — Exactly  so.  It  is  the  vague  generality  of  the 
verdict  which  alone  gives  some  appearance  of  truth  to  the  con- 
tention that  there  is  any  evidence  to  support  it.  If  the  particulars 
are  inquired  into,  it  is  at  once  manifest  that  there  is  really  no 
evidence  of  any  act  of  stealing. 

Coleridge,  J. — He  admitted  before  the  magistrates  that  he 
had  ^^  taken  "  the  money.  That  expression  imports  that  the  money 
had  been  in  his  master*8  possession. 

O'Brien, — When  he  made  that  statement  he  was  charged  with 
embezzlement,  not  larceny.  And  the  evidence  of  a  general 
deficiency  is  more  appropriate  to  a  charge  of  embezzlement,  than  to 
a  charge  of  larceny ;  but  even  on  an  indictment  for  embezzlement, 
such  evidence  was  held  insufficient  to  convict  in  Grove's  case: 
(1  Moo.  C.  C.447.)(A) 

(6)  See  /?.  V  ^fiMth,  7  Cox  Critn.  Oas.  GO. 


ORIMINAL  LAW   CASES.  417 


Maruk,  B.— What  difference  is  there  between  the  till  and  the       ^■»- 
safe?  ^  •'• 

rvD   '  r  •  Wright. 

U  Bnen. — It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  money  in  the  till        

was  still  in  the  prisoner's  possession ;  but,  even  if  not,  there  is  no        ^^^^- 
evidence  that  it  ever  reached  the  till.     It  is  quite  consistent  with     x«r^6y 
all  the  facts  proved,  that  all  the  money  misappropriated  by  the     $eirvant— 
prisoner  may  have  been  intercepted  by  him  before  it  was  placed    f^otsesshn  of 
even  in  the  till.     But  further,  m  this  case,  even  if  it  reached  the      cl!^ 
till  or  the  safe,  the  possession  of  the  prisoner  was  never  at  an     deficiency, 
end ;  considering  that  he  had  an  original  exclusive  possession  of 
the  shop^  he  never  did  any  act  sufficient  to  divest  himself  of  that 
possession.      The  conflicting  authorities  on  this  subject  may  be 
reconciled  if  attention  is  paid  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
authority  with  which  the  servant  was  invested  in  each  case.     In 
this  cose  the  prisoner,  as  the  manager  of  a  bank,  had  a  complete 
general  control  over  the  moneys  received  at  the  bank-counter.     He 
is  authorized  to  deal  with  it  afterwards. 

CoLEKiDQE,  J. — If  a  stranger  pays  in  a  shop  with  marked 
money,  and  the  shopman  abstracts  from  the  till,  what  ofience  does. 
he  commit  ? 

O^Brien. — Liarceny. 

Coleridge,  J. — But  the  shopman  has  a  right  to  take  money 
from  the  till  for  his  master's  purposes. 

0*Brien. — The  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  this.  The 
shopman  accounts  to  his  master  by  placing  the  money  in  the  till ; 
and  then  his  exclusive  possession  ceases.  In  this  case  there  was 
another  time  for  accounting  to  the  master  and  paying  over  the 
balance,  and,  consequently,  the  act  of  putting  money  into  the  till 
or  safe  did  not  divest  the  prisoner's  possession.  The  mere  decla- 
ration by  him  that  he  held  so  much  money  for  his  master  does  not 
affect  the  question  of  possession ;  and  the  weekly  returns  amount, 
only  to  such  a  declaration :  (iZ.  v.  Goodenouffhy  6  Cox  Crim.  Cas. 
206.)  If  the  evidence  shows  embezzlement,  that  will  not  support 
the  conviction  for  larceny:  {R.  v.  GarbtUt,  7  Cox  Crim.  Uas. 
221.) 

Secondly,  what  have  the  jury  found  ?  Only  that  on  some  occasion, 
the  prisoner  stole  some  money  :  but  it  is  submitted  that  that  finding 
is  too  vogue  and  uncertain  to  sustain  a  conviction.  The  prisoner 
is  not  furnished  with  the  information  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
defend  himself  from  a  second  charge  for  the  same  offence.  If  a 
verdict  so  general  is  enough,  he  may  be  indicted  again  as  many 
times  as  there  are  coins  in  the  whole  sum  misappropriated.  It  is 
clear  that  before  the  stat.  14  &  15  Vict  c.  100,  s.  18,  this  verdict 
would  have  been  insufficient ;  because  up  to  that  time  it  was  neces- 
sary to  allege  and  prove  the  specific  coins  taken.  In  R.  v.  Fry 
(Kuss.  &  By.  482),  it  was  held  insufficient  to  aver  the  taking  of 
lOiL  in  moneys  numbered. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.— I  think  that  case  has  not  met  with 
general  approbation. 

VOL   VIL  2   E 
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O'Brien.— In  R.  v.  Bond  (4  Cox  Crim.  Cae.  231)  the  «ame 
principle  was  acted  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — At  all  events  the  statute  has  set  that 
question  at  rest. 

Coleridge,  J. — In  Grovels  case  there  was  precisely  the  same 
uncertainty. 

O'Brien. — There  were  seven  dissentient  judges.  But  the 
statute  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  18,  was  passed  to  meet  the  difficulty 
suggested  by  Band's  case  ;  and  it  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of 
specifying  the  particular  coins  taken.  It  is  enough  now  to  allege 
and  prove  the  amount  of  money  taken ;  but  that  allegation  and 
proof  are  still  necessary.  It  must  be  averred  and  proved  that  he 
stole  money  to  a  certam  amount. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — If  a  man  is  charged  with  stealing  one 
hundred  pounds  weight  of  sugar,  the  jury  may  find  a  general 
verdict  of  guilty,  though  only  one  pound  is  proved  to  have  been 
stolen. 

O'Brien* — That  is  because  they  can  find  certainly  that  he  stole 
one  pound. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  think  it  is  contrary  to  the  usual 
practice  to  require  the  jury  to  specify  the  amount  or  quantity 
taken. 

Coleridge,  J. — Suppose  the  jury  found  in  a  case  of  sheep 
stealing  that  they  could  not  tell  whether  nineteen  or  twenty  were 
taken. 

O'Brien. — That  would  be  a  finding  that  at  least  ninenteen  were 
taken.  Hawkins  (P.  C.  bk.  2,  c  25  s.  59)  gives  as  the  reason  for 
requiring  this  degree  of  certainty  that  the  court  may  know  what 
punishment  to  award. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  jury  have  found  that 
the  prisoner  stole  at  least  one  farthing. 
ffBrien. — That  is  not  found. 

Cbompton,  J. — The  indictment  only  means  that  he  stole  some 
money,  and  that  is  proved. 

Coleridge,  J. — You  must  contend  that  if  the  jury  say,  we 
cannot  tell  what  amount  is  stolen,  that  is  a  verdict  of  not  guilty. 

O'Brien. — That  is  the  contention  ;  and  it  is  borne  out  by  the 
cases  decided  before  the  statute  14  &  15  Yict.  c  100,  and  by  the 
language  of  sect.  18  of  that  statute. 

Mabtin,  B. — Suppose  this  case :  at  the  end  of  a  week  fifty 
sovereigns  are  missed  from  a  certain  safe.  Every  night  during 
the  week  the  prisoner  has  been  seen  to  go  to  the  safe;  an(^ 
at  the  end  of  it,  he  is  found  in  possession  of  fifty  sovereigns.  Is 
he  to  be  acquitted  because  it  is  impossible  to  tell  on  which  night 
he  took  a  sovereign  ? 

O'Brien. — It  would  be  clear  in  that  case  that  he  must  have  taken 
one  sovereign  on  some  one  night.  The  evidence  must  be  such  as  to 
enable  the  jury  to  pronounce  their  verdict  with  reference  to  some 
particular  act  of  stealing. 
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Coleridge,  J. — But  that  may  be  matter  of  inference  from  all       Rbo. 

the  circumstances.   You  are  always  at  liberty  to  go  into  the  whole  ^  ''' 

transaction:  {R.  v.  ElUsy  6  B.  &  C.  145.)  wrioht. 

O'Brien. — Still  in  the  result  if  you  cannot  condescend  upon  any        1858. 

particular  occasion  and  show  what  was  taken^  the  prisoner  must  ^        . 

escape.  That  is  the  effect  of  BatuPs  case,  and  the  statute  has  not  altered  sJ^^t^ 

the  law  except  as  to  the  necessity  of  specifying  the  particular  coin.  Potsession  of 

CoLEBiDGE;  J. — It  is  really  impossible  for  you  to  maintain  this  ^^^^ 

Bodefij  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Cahpbell,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  is 
right*  The  first  question  is  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to 
show  that  the  prisoner  took  from  the  safe  any  money  which  had 
been  deposited  by  the  customers  of  the  bank^  and  which  had  been 
placed  by  the  prisoner  in  that  safe ;  and  I  think  that  there  was 
such  evidence.  It  is  found  to  have  been  the  duty  of  the  prisoner, 
when  money  was  paid  over  the  counter  by  customers,  to  carry  it, 
when  night  ^me,  to  the  Bafe,  and  deposit  it  there  to  remain  in  a 
state  of  security  until  it  should  be  taken  out  again  to  be  applied 
to  the  purposes  of  the  bank ;  and  I  think  that  when  it  was  so 
placed  in  the  safe,  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  prisoner  was 
determined,  that  being  a  box  or  safe  furnished  by  the  employer, 
of  which  the  employer  had  a  duplicate  key.  In  that  respect  the 
safe  in  this  case  very  much  resembles  the  till  in  a  shop  in  London, 
where  the  shopman  has  access  to  it  for  lawful  purposes,  though  if  he 
takes  money  from  it,  animofurandij  he  is  a  thief.  Icannot  distinguish 
such  a  case  from  the  present ;  and  I  think  the  conviction  must  be 
affirmed. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  Looking  at  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  amount  of  money  misappropriated, 
the  statement  of  the  prisoner  himself,  and  the  proper  course  of 
business  in  the  office,  I  think  the  jury  were  well  warranted  in 
concluding  that  the  money  received  from  the  customers  was 
deposited  from  time  to  time  in  the  safe.  When  that  was  done,  in 
my  opinion,  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  prisoner  was  determined, 
and  though  he  had  a  right  in  the  course  of  his  duty,  as  a  servant  of 
the  bank,  afterwards  to  take  out  that  money  for  the  master's 
purposes,  yet  if  he  took  it  out  for  his  own  unlawful  purpose,  he 
was  guiltv  of  larceny ;  and  I  think  there  was  abundant  evidence 
of  his  so  doi^. 

Mabtin,  £ — I  cannot  distinguish  this  from  the  case  which  I  put 
during  the  argument,  and  which  was  admitted  to  be  a  case  of 
larceny*  Also  if  a  shopman  receives  coin  from  a  customer  and  puts 
it  into  the  till,  but  afterwards  takes  it  out  for  the  purpose  of 
appropriating  it  to  his  own  use,  he  is  acknowledged  to  be  guilty  of 
larceny ;  ana  it  seems  to  me  to  make  no  difference  whether  the 
shop  is  at  the  time  under  the  immediate  control  of  the  master,  or 
whether  it  is  at  some  distance  from  the  house  where  the  master 
resides.  Here  the  banking  company  had  clearly  reserved  to 
themselves  a  control  over  the  safe  m  which  the  money  was  to  be 

2  E  2 
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Re<3*        kept.     The  Boston  manager  had  a  key  of  it,  so  that  he  might  have 

WiuGHT.     come  at  any  time  and  got  access  to  it.      I  cannot  bnt  regret  that 

the  law  is  in  such  a  state  as  to  give  occasion  for  questions  such  as 

^S58.  this. 

Larceny  by        Crowder,  J. — I  also  think  that  this  was  clearly  a  case  of  larceny. 

Mervatu-^     Indeed  the  safe  and  the  duplicate  key  seem  to  have  been  provided 
Poueision  of  {q^  \^q  purposc  of  establishing  that  sort  of  control  over  the  money 

General       there,  which  would  make  the  taking  of  it,  ammo  furandi,  larceny. 

defdmcy.  It  was  Said  that  the  prisoner  had  the  entire  control  of  the  office,  and 
that  he  might  apply  all  the  funds  in  any  way  which  the  bank 
business  rendered  necessary  or  desirable ;  but  the  right  to  use  it 
for  his  master's  business  makes  no  difference.  He  was  still  guilty 
of  stealing  when  he  took  it  for  his  own  purposes. 

Watson,  B, — This  seems  to  me  a  very  plain  case.  The  safe 
was  provided  by  the  masters  as  a  place  of  deposit  and  safe  custody 
for  their  money ;  but  the  prisoner  had  access  to  that  safe  for  the 
purposes  of  the  banking  business,  and  the  jury  find  in  effect  that 
he  stole  some  money  from  that  safe.  Often  nice  distinctions  arise 
between  larceny  and  embezzlement ;  and  though  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  difficulty  in  this  instance,  it  would  be  creditable  to 
the  legislature  to  provide  that  every  case  of  embezzlement,  without 
reference  to  any  of  those  nice  distinctions,  should  be  an  offence 
punishable  by  the  law.  Conmction  affirmed* 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
November  26,  1857. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.J.,  Pigot,  C.B.,  Cbampton,  Ball 
and  Keogh,  JJ.^  and  Pennefatheb,  Richards  and 
Geeeke,  BB.  ) 

Reg.  v.  Wabd.  (a) 

Imdkimeniy  form  of-^Lareen^ — Ownerth^  of  property — 14  Sf  15  VlcL 

e.  100,  9.  8. 

An  rndtetmeni  for  larceny^  and  receiving  goods  knowing  them  to  have 
been  siolenj  is  bad^  ifii  does  not  state  to  whom  the  goods  belonged;  and 
the  defect  cannot  be  amended^  nor  is  it  cured  bg  14  ^  15  Viet  c,  100, 
s.  8. 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  before  the  Assistant-Barrister  for 
Longford  County,  for  stealing  sroods,  and  also  for  receiving 
goods,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  She  was  convicted,  ano^ 
after  conviction,  the  Assistaut-Barrister  called  for  the  indictment, 
in  which  it  appeared  that  the  goods  were  described  as  the  goods  of 

.      The  Assistant-Barrister  thought  he  had  not  power  to 

amend  where  there  was  a  total  omission  in  the  indictment  as  regards 
the  ownership  of  the  property. 

Corballisy  Q.C.,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  now  applied  that  the 
indictment  be  amended,  by  inserting  the  name  of  the  ownen 

MONAHAN,  C.J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  not 
distinguishable  from  that  of  Silk  v.  Reg,  in  Error  (17  Jur.  207), 
which  decides,  that  where  there  is  an  omission  of  the  allegation  as 
to  the  ownership  of  the  property,  such  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  a 
formal  defect,  and,  therefore,  the  indictment  cannot  now  be 
amended.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  a  prisoner  is 
properly  and  legally  convicted.  In  this  case  the  prisoner  must  be 
discharged. 


(a)  We  an:  indebted  to  The  Irish  Juritt  for  the  Report  of  this  Case. 
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Stelanli. 

COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  26,  1857. 

(Before  Monahan,  C.J.,  Pigot,  C.B.,  Crampton,  Ball, 
and  Keogh,  JJ.,  and  Pennefather,  Kichards  and 
Greene,  BB.) 

Beg.  r.  Helen  Roberts,  {a) 

Forging  indorsement  on  a  foreign  bill — Statutes  39   Geo.  3,  c.  63  ; 
43  Geo,  3,  c.  139  ;  11  Geo.  4  ^  1  WiU.  4,  c.  m. 

The  forging  of  an  indorsement  in  this  country^  on  a  bill  drawn  abroad 
on  a  person  in  this  country  and  payable  in  this  country^  is  an  offence 
within  the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  63. 

I^HIS  case  caine  before  the  court  on  a  case  reserved  hy  the 
Right  Honourable  Baron  Greene.  The  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  forging  an  indorsement  on  a  foreign  oill  of  exchange. 
The  following  was  the  indictment :— The  jurors  for  our  Lady  tne 
Queen,  upon  their  oaths  present,  that  Helen  Roberts,  late  of 
Killucan,  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  spinster,  on  the  6th  day 
of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1857,  at  Kingstown,  in  the 
county  of  Dublin,  having  in  her  custody  and  possession  a  certain 
bill  of  exchange,  which  said  bill  of  exchange  is  as  follows,  that  is  to 
say: — 

No.  57322.  £1     10    0  stg. 

Philadelphia  4  April  1857 

On  demand  pay  to  Margaret  McCarthy,  or  order,  one  pound  ten 
shillings,  stg.  for  value  received,  which  charge  to  the  account  of 

Yours  respectfully, 

Robert  Taylor  &  Co- 
Robert  Taylor  &  Co. 
To  Messrs.  Janiea  Corscaden  &  Co. 

Londonderry. 
She,  the  said  Helen  Roberts,  afterwards,  on  the  same  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  in  the   county  of    Dublin   aforesaid,  feloniously 
did  falsely  make,  forge,  and  counterfeit  on  the  said  bill  of  exchange, 

(a)  We  are  indebted  to  The  Irish  Jurist  for  the  Report  of  this  Case. 
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an  indorsement  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  which  said  falsely        Bko. 
made,  forged,  and  coanterfeit  indorsement  is  as  follows,  that  is  to     bobbrts. 

say,  "Mary  McCarthy,"  with  intent  thereby  then  and  there  to        

defraud,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  i^-*^?* 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  f^ 
and  dignity.  The  second  count  was  for  uttering,  as  true,  the  coun- 
terfeit indorsement.  The  third  count  was  for  forging  an  indorsement, 
purporting  to  be  the  indorsement  of  Mary  McCarthy.  The  fourth 
count  was  for  uttering,  as  true,  a  certain  forged  indorsement,  pur- 
porting to  be  the  indorsement  of  Mary  McCarthy.  The  fifth  count 
was  for  forging  an  indorsement,  purporting  to  be  the  indorsement 
of  one  Anne  Smith;  and  the  sixth  count  was  for  uttering  the 
same.  The  following  is  the  case  reserved  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal : — The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Baron 
Richards  and  me,  at  the  last  sitting  of  the  Commission  Court  at 
Dublin,  upon  an  indictment,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereunto  annexed. 
Mr.  Curran,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  moved  to  have  judgment 
arrested,  so  far  as  related  to  the  counts  setting  out  the  bill  of 
exchange,  and  to  have  a  verdict  of  acquittal  directed  upon  the 
general  points,  upon  the  ground,  that  according  to  the  laws  m  force 
in  Ireland,  the  facts  charged  in  the  indictment  of  forging  or  uttering 
as  genuine  a  forged  indorsement,  upon  such  a  bill  of  exchange  as  was 
set  out  in  the  indictment  and  proved  in  evidence,  do  not  amount  to 
a  criminal  oifence.  The  indictment  was  grounded  upon  the  Irish 
statute,  39  Geo.  3,  c  63,  which  made  the  forging  or  uttering  an 
indorsement  upon  "  any  bill  of  txchange^^  a  capital  felony.  This 
statute  is  still  in  force,  although  the  punishment  has  been  miti- 
gated ;  first,  to  transportation  for  life,  by  2  &  3  WilL  4,  c  123,  and, 
subsequently,  to  transportation  for  life,  or  for  seven  years,  or 
imprisonment,  by  I  .Vict  c  84.  The  prisoner's  counsel  contended 
that  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  39  Geo.  3,  c  63,  inasmuch 
as  that  statute,  although  using  the  general  terms,  *^  any  bill  of 
exchange,**  must  be  construed  as  confined  to  inland  bills  of 
exchange  solely,  inasmuch  as  a  subsequent  statute,  namely, 
the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  amounts  to  a  legislative  exposition  of  the 
39  Geo.  3,  and  to  a  declaration  that  the  latter  act  did  not  include 
foreign  bills.  The  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  is  intituled  *'  An  Act  for 
preventing  the  forging  and  counterfeiting  of  foreign  bills  of 
exchange,  and  of  foreign  promissory  notes,  and  orders  for  the 
payment  of  money,  and  for  preventing  the  counterfeiting  of  foreign 
copper  money,"    and  enacts,  amongst  other  things,  that  if  any 

girson  shall,  within  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
ritain  and  Ireland,  falsely  make,  forge,  and  counterfeit,  &c.,  any 
bill  of  exchange,  purporting  to  be  the  bill  of  exchange  of  any 
person  resident  in  any  foreign  state  or  country,  with  intent  to 
defraud  any  person  whatsoever,  whether  such  bill  of  exchange  be 
in  the  English  language,  or  anv  foreign  language  or  languages, 
or  partly  in  one  and  partly  in  tne  other,  or  shall,  within  any  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  utter,  &c.,  any  such  forged  bill  of  exchange, 
every  person  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  to  be  guilty  of  felony, 
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*«o.        and  transported  for  any  term  not  exceeding  fourteen  years.     The 
R0BKK1&      statute  43  Geo.  3,  being  an  enacting  and  not  a  declaratory  statute, 

coimsel  for  the  prisoner  submitted  that  the  bill  set  forth  in  the 

^^^^'        indictment  fell  expressly  within  the  description  of  the  enactment, 
.Foraery.      which,  for  the  first  time,  made  the  forgery  of  such  a  bill  criminal, 
and  made  it  punishable  in  a  different  and  less  penal  way  than  the 
39  Geo.  3,  c.  63,  had  made  the  offences  therein  mentioned  punish- 
able.    That,  had  the  forging  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  been 
undei*stood  to  have  been  provided  for  by  39  Gea  3,  c.  63,  the 
43  Geo.  3,  c  139,  would  have  been  unnecessary ;  and  that  if  the 
39  Geo.  3,  c  63,  had  embraced  such  a  case  as  the  present,  the 
Legislature  must  be  supposed  to  have  intended  to  alter  the  39  Geo.  3, 
so  far  as  related  to  the  punishment ;  and  further,  that  if  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  139,  was  introductive  of  a  new  law,  as  to  the  foiling  of 
foreign  bills,  it  must  in  Ireland  (where  it  is  still  unrepealed)  be 
considered  as  the  only  statute  applicable  to  foreign  bills,  in  which 
case  the  indictment  could  not  be  supported  under  it,  inasmuch  as, 
although  it  provides  for  the  case  of  forging  the  bill  of  exchange 
itself,  it  is  silent  with  respect  to  the  forging  or  uttering  of  an 
indorsement  upon  a  bill.     The  case  of  Sex  v.  Dick  (1  Leach  C. 
C.  68),  and  Rex  v.  M'Kay  (Russ.  &  Ry.  C.  C.  71),  were  relied 
upon  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  and  also  a  passage  in  Chitty's 
Criminal  Law,  vol.  3,  1034,  in  which  Mr.  Chitty  seems  to  have 
been  of  opinion,  that  the  43  Geo.  3,  c  139,  had  been  passed  in 
consequence  of  the  previous  English  statutes,  2  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  and 
7  Geo.. 2,  c.  22  (which  are  analogous  to  the  Irish  Act  39  Gea  3, 
c  63),  having  included  only  inland  bills.     The  43  Geo.  3,  c  139, 
has  been  repealed  as  to  England,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  present 
inquiry,  by  the  act  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  which  consoli- 
dates the  English  acts  relating  to  forgery,  and  in  the  3rd  section 
re-enacts,  substantially,  the  provisions  in  the  English  statutes  of 
Geo.  2;  but  Ireland  is  expressly  excluded  from  the  operation  of 
1  Will.  4,  c.  66y  and,  consequently,  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  is  in 
force  in  Ireland,  with  respect  to  any  offences  which  properly,  and 
in  point  of  law,  fall  within  it.     The  30th  section  of  1  Will.  4,  c  66, 
was  adverted  to,  as  affording  some  light  as  to  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  3rd  section,  and  as  showing  that  a  bill  of  exchange, 
such  as  was  the  subject  of  the  present  indictment,  would  come 
within  the  words  of  that  section,  and,  consequently,  within  the 
similar  words  of  the  39  Geo.  3,  c  63,  Irish.     No  direct  authority, 
as  it  appeared  to  me,  had  been  adduced,  bearing  upon  the  point 
submitted  by  the  prisoner's  counsel;  and  as  the  case  is  one  of 
considerable  importance,  and,  as  a  serious,  and,  possibly,  extensive 
class  of  offences  in  Ireland,  are  dispunishable,  should  the  objection 
made  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  prevail,  I  thought  it  right,  with  the 
concurrence  of  Baron  Richards,  to  reserve  the  point  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  and  to  respite  the  sen- 
tence.    The  questions,  therefore,  upon  which  I  respectfully  request 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  are — First,  whether  the  indictment  in 
this  case  (that  is,  so  far  as  it  sets  out  the  instrument)  is  bustainable 
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ander  any  statute  in  force  in  Ireland,  and^  if  so,  what  statute  ?        Rao. 
Secondly,  If  the  facts  charged  in  the  indictment  do  not  constitute     i><j,|''*,^ 

an  offence  within  any  such  statute,  do  they  disclose  an  indictable        

offence  at  the  common  law  ?    I  have  only  to  refer,  in  addition,  to        1857. 

one  or  two  cases  not  cited  on  the  argument,  and  also  to  a  precedent       Si^ 

which  I  have  found.     The  cases  are,  Rex  v.  Kirkwood  ( 1  Moo.  C.  C.  * 

311),  and  Rex  v.  Goldstein  (3  Brod.  &  Bing.  211),  and  reported, 

also,  in  other  books.     The  precedent  is  to  be  found  in  the  '*  Crown 

Circuit  Companioni"  254  (edition  of  1820),  and  purports  to  be 

upon  the  statutes  2  Geo.  2,  and  7  Geo.  2,  Eng.,  and  was  framed 

long  before  the  43  Geo.  3,  &  1 39.     The  precedent  is  adopted  bv 

Mr.  Starkie,  in  his  volume  on  Criminal  Pleading,  who,  although 

he  wrote  long  subsequently  to  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  does  not  refer 

to  that  act,  but  only  to  the  statutes  of  Geo.  2. 

RiCHD.  W.  Greene. 

Curran  (with  him  W,  J.  Sydney)  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Corballisy   Q.C.   (with   him  H.   Qmcannon)  appeared    for  the 
Crown. 

The  arguments  and  facts  of  the  case  appear  sufficiently  in  the 
case  reserved,  and  in  the  judgment. 

MoNAHAN,  C.J.  —This  case  was  reserved  by  Barons  Greene  and 
Bichards,  from  the  late  commission.  The  prisoner  was  charged 
with  the  foi^ng  of  an  indorsement  on  a  bill  of  exchange  stated  in 
the  indictment.  It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  indictment  that  the 
bill  purports  to  have  been  drawn  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  4th  of  April, 
1857,  directed  to  Messrs.  James  Corscadenand  Company,  London- 
derry, and  requires  them,  for  Robert  Taylor  and  Co.,  to  pay  Mar- 
garet McCarthy,  or  order,  one  pound  ten  shillings,  for  value  received. 
There  were  general  counts,  also,  in  the  indictment.  It  appeared 
at  the  trial  that  the  bill  v^as  drawn  in  Philadelphia,  in  the  United 
States.  There  is  no  averment  that  the  bill  was  drawn  out  of  the 
country.  There  is  no  statement  where  Philadelphia  is ;  there  is 
not,  therefore,  any  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment :  but  we  are 
not  making  any  objection  to  the  proceedings  on  account  of  that 
irregularity,  nor  are  we  about  to  decide  the  case  on  that  ground, 
I  merely  make  this  observation  lest  it  be  concluded  that,  because 
it  was  drawn  in  Philadelphia,  it  was  drawn  in  the  United  States. 
But  the  case  comes  to  this  :  the  allegation  of  the  prisoner  is  that, 
because  this  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  upon  a  person  resident  in 
this  country,  and  payable  by  a  person  resident  in  this  country, 
that  there  is  no  act  of  Parliament  making  the  forging  and  utter- 
ing of  an  indorsement  thereon,  in  this  country,  a  criminal  offence. 
The  question  arises,  whether  this  comes  within  the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  63, 
s.  1,  which  is  an  Irish  act,  relating  to  the  forging  of  bills  of  exchange, 
and  which  enacts,  that  the  forging  of  any  bill  of  exchange  or  indorse- 
ment upon  such  bill,  is  a  felony,  and  that  the  person  so  forging  is 
punishable  with  death,  which  punishment  has  since,  by  a  subse- 
quent statute,  been  mitigated.  The  words  of  the  act  are  compre* 
hensive  enough  to  embrace  all  bills  whether  foreign  or  inland  ;  and 
there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  indorsement  on  an  inland  bill  is 


426 


CRIKINAL  LAW  CASES. 


Rko. 

V. 

B0BBBT8. 

1857. 

Forgery, 


within  the  mischief  of  the  act ;  and  the  question  is,  is  there  any- 
thing to  take  this  case  out  of  the  wording  and  intent  of  the  act? 
The  argument  is,  that  because  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  makes  the 
forging  of  foreign  bills  a  felony,  punishable,  by  transportation, 
instead  of  death,  that  implies  that  foreign  bills  are  not  within  the 
act  39  Geo.  3,  c.  63  ;  and  cases  were  cited  to  show,  that  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  case  of  foreign  bills  came  within  the  latter 
act.  The  first  case  referred  to  was  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Dicki  (1 
Leach,  Cr.  C.  68.)  It  is  necessary  to  examine  that  case,  and  the 
reasons  for  the  doubts  there  entertained.  The  prisoner  was  con- 
victed at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  in  1770,  of  knowingly  uttering  a 
forged  and  counterfeited  writing  obligatory,  commonly  called  a 
Scotch  bank-note,  with  intent  to  defraud,  &c.  The  note  was  made 
in  Aberdeen,  and  was  payable  in  Aberdeen.  The  question  was, 
whether  the  note  was  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  25, 
which  made  the  forging  or  uttering  of  any  writing  obligatory  a 
capital  offence,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  uttering  of  it  in  England 
was  a  felony  ;  and  the  judges  were  divided  in  opinion,  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  that  statute  providing  that  that  statute  should  not  extend  to 
Scotland,  and  the  note  being  made  payable  locally  where  it  was 
drawn;  so  that  it  appears  that  the  difficulty  which  arose  in  that  case, 
was  in  consequence  of  its  appearing  that  the  whole  of  the  instru- 
ment which  was  uttered,  knowing  it  to  be  forged,  on  the  face  of  it 
purported  to  be  payable  out  of  the  kingdom,  and  was  altogether  a 
Scotch  contract.  If  there  is  any  difficulty  about  that  decision,  the 
explanation  of  it  is  to  be  found  in  the  case  in  Russ.  &  Ky.  Crim. 
Cas.  71  (APKat/*s  case).  There  the  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  Old 
Bailey,  on  an  indictment  for  uttering  a  certiun  promissory  note  for 
the  payment  of  five  pounds.  The  note  was  drawn  at  Eldinbui^h, 
on  the  British  Linen  Company,  which  was  a  Scotch  corporation, 
so  that  it  was  a  Scotch  contract  altogether.  An  objection  was 
taken,  that  the  instrument  only  entitled  the  party  to  demand  pay- 
ment in  Scotland,  and  could  not  be  put  in  suit  in  England,  and, 
therefore,  not  within  the  statute.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Dicky  and  the 
opinion  of  the  court  concerning  the  locality  of  contracts,  in  Robui" 
son  V.  Bland  (2  Burr.  1078),  were  referred  to.  So  that  these  cases 
show  clearly  that  the  doubt  which  existed  was  altogether  with 
reference  to  the  forging  of  a  bill,  which  was  payable  abroad,  and 
in  a  foreign  country.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whether  these  doubts 
were  well  or  ill  founded.  The  subsequent  act  of  43  Geo.  3,  c  139, 
recites  that  the  practice  of  forging  and  counterfeiting  foreign  bills 
of  exchange,  foreign  promissory  notes,  and  foreign  orders  for  pay- 
ment of  money,  had  of  late  greatly  increased :  and  plates  of  such 
notes,  bills,  and  orders,  had  been,  in  some  instances,  engraven 
within  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  whereby 
such  forgeries  have  been  more  easily  committed,  and  it  is  expe- 
dient that  effectual  provision  should  be  made  for  the  preventing  of 
the  same.  And  then  it  enacts — That  if  any  person,  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  shall  within  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  falsely  make,  forge,  or  counterfeit,  or  cause 
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or  procure  to  be  falsely  made,  forged,  or  counterfeited^  or  know-       Rro. 
ingij  aid  or  assist  in  the  false  making,  foi^ng^  or  counterfeiting  ^' 

Buj  bill  of  exchange,  or  any  promissory  note,  undertaking,  or       

order  for  the  payment  of  money,  purporting  to  be  the  bill  of  1857. 
exchange,  promissory  note,  undertaking,  or  order  for  the  payment  _; 
of  money,  of  any  foreign  prince,  state,  or  country  whatsoever,  &c.,  *'^?*^- 
&C9  with  intent,  &c.,  whether  such  bill  of  exchange,  &c.,  be  in  the 
English  language,  or  in  any  foreign  language  or  languages,  or  partly 
in  one  and  partly  in  the  other,  or  if  any  person,  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  shall  within  any  part  of  the  said  United  Kingdom, 
tender  in  payment  or  exchange,  or  otherwise  utter  or  publish  as 
true,  any  such  false,  forged,  or  counterfeited  bill  of  exchange,  &c., 
knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  &c,  with  intent  to  deceive,  &a, 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  thereof 
lawfully  convicted,  shall  be  transported  for  any  term  of  years  not 
exceeding  fourteen  years.  This  section  is  evidently  confined  to 
the  forging  of  bills  made,  or  purporting  to  be  made  in  a  foreign 
country,  leaving  altogether  unprovided  for  indorsements  made,  or 
purporting  to  be  made,  in  this  country ;  and  there  is  an  express 
savins  at  the  end  of  section  2 — ''That  nothing  in  this  act  con- 
tainea  shall  extend,  or  be  construed  to  extend,  in  any  manner 
whatsoever,  to  repeal  or  alter  any  law  or  statute  now  in  force  for 
the  prevention  and  punishment  of  the  crime  of  forgery,  in  any 
respect  whatsoever,  in  any  part  of  the  said  United  Kingdom.** 
Here  is  an  express  legislative  enactment  that  the  43  Geo.  3,  shall 
not  repeal  any  of  the  then  existing  forgery  acts.  That  sends  us  back 
to  inquire  into  the  provisions  of  the  previous  act,  and  see  what  is 
there  in  the  previous  act  to  prevent  indorsements  being  foiled  at 
home,  by  persons  in  the  country.  This  does  not  depend  on  any 
abstract  reasoning ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  but  that  the  case 
in  I  Moo.  C.  C.  311  {Xirkwoad^s  case),  comes  within  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, 39  Geo.  3,  c.  63,  and  puts  an  end  to  the  doubts  which 
existed  in  the  minds  of  the  judges,  in  the  cases  of  Bex  v.  Dickj  and 
Rex  V.  M^Kay.  And  Mr.  Lewin,  in  his  Crown  Cases,  puts  Idrh- 
woods  case  properly — that  the  offence  was  complete  in  England, 
the  forgery  was  in  England,  and  the  action  might  have  been  main- 
tained upon  the  note,  although  that  note  was  payable  in  Ireland. 
Since  the  argument  was  concluded  in  this  case.  Baron  Greene  has 
found  a  case  in  the  Old  Bailey  Beports,  316  {RylaruTs  case),  in 
which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  for  forging  an  indorsement  on  a 
bill,  drawn  in  the  East  Indies,  and  payable  in  Ireland.  And  a 
civil  case  also,  reported  in  4  T.  B.  78  {Mead  v.  Vounp),  which 
was  a  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  transmitted  from  Dunkirk  to 
London;  the  action  was  brought  against  the  acceptor;  Lord 
Kenyon,  hurriedly  at  the  trial,  held,  that  because  it  was  indorsed 
by  Henry  Davies,  evidence  could  not  be  given  to  show  that  he  was 
not  the  right  person ;  the  three  other  judges  held  that  such 
opinion  was  wrong;  and  in  the  course  of  the  judgment  by  BuUer 
and  Ashurst,  J  J.,  they  laid  it  down  as  clear  law,  that  if  the  Henry 
Davies  who  indorsed  the  bill  could  have  been  caught,  he  would  have 
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been  hanged  for  the  forgery.  We  are  here  of  opinion  that,  a^on  the 
true  constniction  of  the  law,  39  Geo.  3,  c  63,  the  saving  in  the 
43  Geo.  c.  139,  and  also  upon  the  general  prindple  that  an  affirma- 
tive act  does  not  impliedly  repeal  another  existing  act,  this  woman 
was  properly  convicted.  I  have  omitted  to  make  any  reference  to 
the  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will  4 ;  but  it  appears  to  us  that  that  act  is 
clearly  within  our  present  decision.  Convietian  affirmed. 

The  prisoner  was  at  the  subsequent  commission  (Nov.  Tth,  1857), 
sentenced  by  Mr.  Justice  Crampton  to  three  years'  penal  servitude. 


irelantr. 

COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
Hilary  Ternij  1857. 
(Before  Monahan,  C.J.,   Pebbin,  J.,  and  Gbbene,   B.) 
Reg.  17.  Boyle  and  Othebs.  (a) 

Residue — Poor's  rate — Insufficient  description — Rate  book. 

A,  was  indicted /or  the  rescue  of  a  distress  from  a  collector  ofpoar^s  rate. 
The  name  of  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the  rate^  and  there  was 
no  name  or  description  of  the  parties  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  rcUe 
in  the  appropriate  column,  except  the  general  words,  *'  tenants  of 
common/*  The  transcript  of  the  rate  book,  to  which  the  eoUectot^s 
warrant  was  annexed,  was  similarly  defective.  It  was  not  disputed 
that  A.  was  the  occupier  of  the  lands,  and  might  have  been  rated  as 
such: 

Heidi  ^ot  under  the  above  warrant  the  collector  had  no  power  to  distrain 
the  defendants  goods,  and  that  the  indictment  could  not,  therefore^  be 
sustained, 

THIS  was  an  indictment  for  rescue  tried  at  the  Dundalk  Sessions 
in  October  last,  before  A.  O'Hara,  Esq.,  Deputy  Assistant 
Barrister,  who  stated  the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court : — 

The  traversers  were  indicted  for  rescuing,  with  force  and  arms, 
from  the  custody  of  John  Farley,  poor-rate  collector,  six  cows 

(a)  We  are  indebted  to  The  Irish  Juriti  for  the  Beport  of  Uiis  Caae. 
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which  he  had  distrained  on  the  Commons  of  Carlingford,  in  the 
coonty  of  Louth,  on  the  24th  of  May,  1856,  for  the  sum  of 
17s.  poor-rate,  and  1/.  Is.  3d.  arrears  of  poor-rate.  The 
traversers  pleaded  **  Not  Guilty."  At  the  trial  James  Murphy, 
the  clerk  of  the  Dundalk  Union,  proved  that  on  the  I4th  February, 
1856,  a  rate  was  made  by  the  guardians  of  the  union.  He  pro- 
duced the  rate-book,  and  proved  the  si^atures  to  the  rate  made 
on  the  14th  February,  1856,  of  Michad  Kelly,  the  chairman,  and 
of  James  Treanor  and  of  Peter  Callan,  two  of  the  guardians  of 
the  union,  and  his  (witness's)  own  signature  as  clerk  of  the  union. 
He  also  produced  a  warrant  dated  14th  February,  1856,  and 
proved  the  signatures  of  the  same  parties  to  such  warrant, 
directed  to  John  Farley,  collector  of  poor-rates  for  Carlingford 
division  of  said  union.  The  warrant  was  in  these  words : — ^'  You 
are  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  levy  the  several  poor-rates 
in  the  annexed  book  set  forth  from  the  several  persons  therein 
rated,  or  other  persons  liable  to  pay  the  said  rates  and  arrears  of 
rates."  An  entry  in  the  rate-book  was  then  read,  in  which  the 
occupiers  were  described  merely  as  tenants  '^  of  Commons."  John 
Farley,  poor-rate  collector,  proved  that  he  received  the  warrant 
80  proved;  that  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  1856,  he  proceeded, 
with  two  assistants,  to  the  Commons  of  Carlingford,  to  levy 
the  sum  of  I7s.  rate,  and  IL  Is.  Sd.  arrears  of  rate,  making 
together  the  sum  of  IL  IBs.  3d;  and  that  on  the  Commons  of 
Curlinff ford  he  seized  six  cows,  some  sheep,  and  goats ;  that  before 
he  could  make  an  inventory  the  cows,  sheep,  &c.,  were  taken  from 
Urn;  that  John  Boyle,  Patrick  M^Shane,  Anne  Boyle,  and  others, 
in  aU  to  the  number  of  at  least  twenty  persons,  forcibly  took  the 
cattle  from  him.  John  Boyle  said  they  were  his  cattle,  and  that 
he  would  not  let  the  witness  take  them.  The  people  were  all 
around  witness.  The  witness  was  afraid  to  go  any  further  with 
the  cattle,  and  was  obliged  to  leave  them.  The  place  on  which 
the  distress  was  made  was  the  open  ground  or  Commons  of  Car- 
lingford mentioned  in  the  warrant.  Witness  stated  that  there  are 
270  housekeepers  named  in  the  warrant,  who  claim  a  right  of 
commonage  on  the  land  ;  and  that  there  are  218  persons  living  on 
the  Common  who  have  cottages  or  gardens  on  the  Common,  fenced 
and  enclosed  from  the  remainder  of  the  Common,  for  which 
holdings  they  are  rated  separately.  The  traverser,  John  Boyle, 
is  one  of  those  218  persons,  and  lives  on  the  Common  in  a  separate 
holding,  for  which  he  is  rated  separately ;  and  he  also  claims  a 
right  of  commonage  in  the  land  or  open  ground  on  which  the 
distress  was  made.  Upon  the  close  of  the  case  Messrs.  M^Kenna 
and  M^Mahon,  the  attorneys  concerned  for  the  traversers,  called 
upon  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to  acquit  the  traversers  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  valid  rate  struck,  inasmuch  as  there  was 
no  person  named  therein  as  immediate  lessor,  nor  as  occupier,  and 
inasmuch  as  under  the  column  ^*  occupier"  the  entry  in  the  rate- 
book was  an  insufficient  description.  The  court  refused  to  direct 
an  acquittal,  and  directed  the  jury  to  assume  that  the  warrant  was 
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sufficient,  that  the  rate  was  legal,  and  that,  therefore,  the  cattle 
were  in  legal  custody.  The  jury  found  the  traversers  guilty,  and 
sentence  was  deferred  until  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
should  be  ascertained  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rating. 

Hamilly  for  the  traversers,  contended  that  the  warrant  was 
insufficient  for  want  of  certainty,  inasmuch  as  it  gave  no  infor- 
mation with  respect  to  the  party  liable  to  distress,  and  he  distin- 
guished the  case  from  those  of  R.  v.  Westrop  (2  In  C«  L.  R.  219), 
and  R.  v.  Higgins  (2  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  213.) 

CojbaliiSf  Q.  C.  cantrd* — The  uncertainty  in  the  present  case  is 
no  greater  than  in  R.  y.  Higgins,  where  it  was  held  that  *'  repre- 
sentatives of  J.  K."  was  a  good  description.  [Pebrin,  J. — Is 
not  the  rate  imposed  on  the  person  in  respect  of  the  property 
occupied  ?  Monahan,  C.  J. — What  is  there  in  the  act  which 
excuses  the  giving  of  a  description  in  the  warrant  of  the  occupier?] 
In  R.  V.  Brennan  (0  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  381),  it  was  held  by  this  court, 
that  in  order  to  support  an  indictment  for  rescue  the  making  of 
the  rate  need  not  be  proved.  R.  v.  Fordham  (11  Ad.  &  EL  73.) 
[Greens,  B. — That  was  an  appeal  against  the  rate,  and  there  the 
dispute  was  whether  the  whole  rate  was  vitiated.  Here  the 
question  is  not  whether  the  whole  rate  is  void.  What  is  there  on 
tne  face  of  the  warrant  to  show  a  right  to  seize  the  goods  of  any 
party?]  In  R.  v.  Westrop  the  party  originaUy  named  in  the 
rate  was  dead. 

Monahan,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  collector  here 
had  no  right  to  make  the  seizure,  inasmuch  as  the  rate-book  must 
give  a  description  of  the  occupiers,  and  the  words  ^^  tenants  of 
commons"  do  not  amount  to  a  proper  description. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  23,  1858. 

(Before  all  the  Judges  except  Bramwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Benito  Lopez,  {a) 

Reg.  v.  Christian  Sattlee.  (a) 

Offtnees  commiUed  on  the  high  seas  by  foreigners  on  board  English  ships 
—Jurisdiction  of  English  courts— Stat.  18  ^  19  Vtct.  c.  91,  s.  21. 

A  foreigner  on  board  a  British  ship  on  the  high  seas  owes  allegiance  to 
the  law  of  Englandy  and  if  he  commits  an  offence  against  that  law^  he 
is  triable  under  the  stat  IH  Sf  \9  Vict  c,  91,  «.  21,  6y  any  court  of 
justice  in  her  Majesty's  dominions^  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  he 
may^  at  the  time  of  the  indictment^  happen  to  be,  provided  that  such 
court  would  have  had  cognizance  of  the  crime  if  committed  within  the 
limits  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction. 

And  it  mahes  no  difference  in  this  respect  whether  the  offender  comes 
voluntarily  on  board  the  British  ship  or  is  brought  and  detained  there 
against  his  wiU;  nor  whether  he  comes  voluntarily  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  particular  court  by  which  he  is  tried,  or  is  brought  within 
that  jurisdiction  against  his  will. 

Where  therefore  a  foreigner,  being  a  sailor  and  one  of  the  crew  of  a  British 
ship,  maliciously  and  unlawfidly  wounded  another  foreigner,  who  was 
also  a  sailor  and  one  of  the  crew  of  the  same  ship,  in  the  same  ship 
whilst  on  the  high  seas,  and  was  brought  to  England  to  be  tried  for 
that  offence  : 

ffeldy  that  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  for 
the  county  of  Devon,  where  the  accused  was  in  custody,  had  jurisdiction 
to  try  him  under  stat.  18  ^  19  Vict.  e.  91,  s.  21. 

And  where  a  foreigner,  having  committed  larceny  in  England,  was 
followed  to  Hamburgh  by  an  English  police-officer,  who  arrested  him 
without  a  warranty  and  brought  him  against  his  will  on  board  an 
English  steamer  trading  between  Hamburgh  and  London,  and  there 
kept  him  in  custody  in  order  that  he  might  be  tried  for  the  larceny 
in  England:  the  foreigner  having  shot  the  officer  during  the  voyage, 
and  whilst  the  steamer  was  on  the  high  seas,  under  such  cireumstances 

(a)  lUporied  bj  A.  Bittlkston,  Esq.,  B«rrister^i>L«w. 
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^^^'  that  if  the  killing  had  been  by  an  Englishman  in  an  English  countyy 

Lopez.  '^^  offence  would  have  been  murder : 

Beldj  that  the  Central  Criminal  Court  had  jurisdiction  under  18  4*  19 

1858.  Vict  c.  91,  ^.  21,  to   try  the  foreigner  for   the  murder  of  the  police- 

Jurigdiction —         "j 

Oj^ences      HP  HE  two  cases  of  Benito  Lopez  and  Christian  Sattler  were 
oommiued  by    JL    separately  reserved  and  separately  argued ;  but,  as  the  same 
^r^^^p^,   question  of  jurisdiction  arose  in  both  of  them^  one  judgment  only 
was  delivered. 

THE  CASE  OF  BENITO  LOPEZ. 

This  case  was  reserved  by  Crompton,  J.,  as  follows : — 

The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  Summer  Assizes,  1857* 
at  Exeter,  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  feloniously  wounding 
George  Smithy  with  intent  to  do  him  some  grievous  bodily  harm ; 
and  was  found  guilty  of  unlawfully  wounding,  and  sentenced  to 
two  years'  imprisonment  with  hard  labour.  It  was  proved  at  the 
trial  that  the  prisoner,  a  foreigner,  being  a  sailor,  and  one  of  the 
crew  of  the  British  ship  Ontario^  maliciously  and  unlawfully 
wounded  the  prosecutor,  also  a  foreigner  and  a  sailor,  and  one  of 
the  crew  of  the  same  ship,  whilst  on  the  high  seas,  and  in  the  said 
ship,  on  a  voyage  from  London  to  the  coast  of  Africa. 

I  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  the  question, 
whether  the  prisoner,  a  foreigner,  was  properly  convicted  of  the 
offence  committed  on  the  high  seas. 

Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  91,  s.  21,  enacts:  **If  any  person  being 
a  British  subject  charged  with  having  committea  any  crime  or 
offence  on  board  any  British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  or  in  any 
foreign  port  or  harbour;  or  if  any  person,  not  being  a  British 
subject,  charged  with  having  committed  any  crime  or  oiFence  on 
board  any  British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  is  found  within  the  juris- 
diction of  any  court  of  justice  in  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  which 
would  have  cognizance  of  such  crime  or  offence  if  committed  within 
the  limits  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  such  court  shall  have  juris- 
diction to  hear  and  try  the  case  as  if  such  crime  or  offence  had 
been  committed  within  such  limits:  provided  that  nothing  contained 
in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  alter  or  interfere  with  the  act 
12  &  13  Vict.  c.  96." 

Ballantinej  Seijt,  for  the  prisoner. — The  question  of  jurisdiction 
is  an  important  one ;  and  it  depends  in  part  upon  the  gcnerallaw  of 
nations,  and  in  part  upon  the  recent  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  91,  s.  21. 
Unless  that  statute  gave  jurisdiction,  the  court  at  Exeter  had  no 
authority  to  try  this  prisoner. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — You  must  not  assume  that  a  foreigner  com- 
mitting an  offence  on  board  a  British  ship  on  the  high  seas  is  not 
amenable  to  English  laws. 

BaUanUne,  Serjt.— That  is  a  matter  much  considered  by  writers 
on  international  law ;  but  that  question  refers  only  to  the  general 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  over  offences  committed  on  tne  high 
seas,  and  not  to  the  special  jurisdiction  conferred  by  statute  upon 
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any  tribunal  in  this  country.     First,  however,  with  respect  to  the       R^w- 
Stat.    18  &  19  Vict.  c.    91,  s.  21,  two  points  arise.      One  is,      lopbz. 

that  the  case  reserved  does  not  state  that  the  prisoner  was  found        * 

within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  isss. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — He  was  tried  at  Exeter.     He  must,  j^j-i^^vw-- 
therefore,  have  been  found  in  the  county  of  Devon.  Offences 

BaUantine,  Serjt. — Then  that  raises  the  other  point,  whether    emmitudby 
within  the  meaning  of  this  statute  a  man  can  be  said  to  be  found  "^^UA/m. 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  if  he  is  brought  within  it  by  force 
and  against  his  will.     So  to  hold  would  go  far  to  abrogate  all  distinc- 
tions of  jurisdiction. 

CocKBURK,  C.  J. — Then  you  contend,  supposing  him  to  be 
amenable  to  British  laws,  that  this  statute  applies  only  to  the  mode 
and  place  of  trial,  and  that  the  present  case  is  not  brought  within  it. 

Ballantine,  Serit. — The  statute  gets  rid  of  a  difficulty  which  would 
arise  as  to  the  trial  of  a  man  who  had  escaped,  but  was  afterwards 
found  in  some  English  countv. 

Mabtin,  B. — I  rather  think  that  we  ought  to  know  whether 
the  prisoner  came  voluntarily  on  board  the  ship  or  not.  If  he 
went  on  board  voluntarily,  the  case  might  admit  of  a  different 
consideration  from  that  which  it  ought  to  receive  if  he  was  forced 
on  board  on  the  coast  of  Africa. 

Cbompton,  J. — He  was  one  of  the  crew ;  and  we  cannot  imply 
that  any  force  was  used  to  bring  him  there. 

Ballantinej  Serjt. — It  is  not  suggested  that  any  force  was  used  to 
bring  him  on  board  the  ship  in  the  first  instance;  but  if,  after  the 
commission  of  the  offence,  he  was  detained  and  brought  to  England 
in  custody,  then  it  is  submitted  that  he  was  not  *^  found "  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  which  tried  him. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — You  mean  then  that  he  must  have  been  first 
^  lost "  before  he  can  be  found. 

BaUantine,  Serjt. — Yes.  If  he  escapes  and  afterwards  is  found  at 
any  place  in  England,  where  by  the  law  as  it  previously  stood  he 
could  not  be  tried,  jurisdiction  is  by  the  statute  given  to  the  parti- 
cular tribunal  of  that  locality. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.— Surely  if  the  object  of  the  Legislature  was 
to  get  rid  of  any  difficulty  about  the  trial  of  offences  committed 
on  the  high  seas,  the  section  must  apply  to  persons  committing  such 
offences  and  detained  and  brought  here  for  trial. 

Ballantiney  Serjt. — There  would  be  no  necessity  for  the  provision 
as  to  British  subjects,  if  that  effect  is  to  be  given  to  it. 

Coleridge,  J. — By  the  Customs  Laws  Consolidation  Act 
(16  &  17  Vict,  c  107,s.  275),  it  is  enacted  '^  that  where  any  offence 
shall  be  committed  in  any  place  upon  the  water  not  being  within 
any  county  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  where  the  officers  have 
any  doubt  whether  such  place  is  within  the  boundaries  or  limits  of 
any  such  county,  such  offence  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  an  offence  committed  on  the  high  seas ; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  jurisdiction  under  this  act  every 
offence  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed,  and  every  cause 

VOL.   VIL  2  F 
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^^^'  of  complaint  to  have  arisen  either  in  the  place  in  which  the  same 

LopRz.  actually  was  committed  or  arose,  or  in  any  place  on  land  where  the 

offender*  or  person  complained  against  may  be  or  be  brought,^^     Is  any 

1858.  different  effect  to  be  given  to  the  words  **  where  the  offender  is 

Jurlgdiriion-^  found  ?  " 

Ofences  Ballantifie,  Serjt.— The  word  "found'' in  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  91,8.21, 

/w  *"^  ^  is  equivalent  to  the  words  **  may  be  "  in  the  statute  just  cited ; 
'BrU^uAi^  l>ut  the  words  "or  be  brought"  would  carry  the  meaning  further. 

Martin,  B.  referred  to  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  96. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — But  under  the  stat.  28  Hen.  8,  c.  15, 
the  Crown  has  the  power  of  issuing  a  special  commission  into  any 
English  county  for  the  trial  of  offences  committed  on  the  high  seas. 

Ballantiney  Serjt. — That  applies  only  to  British  subjects,  not  to 
foreigners. 

COCKBUBN,  C,  J. — Unless  foreigners  on  board  of  British  ships 
are  amenable  to  British  laws. 

Ballantiney  Serjt. — That  is  the  next  and  more  general  question  in 
this  case  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  neither  under  any  provision  of 
our  Legislature  nor  at  common  law  can  a  foreigner  be  tried  in 
England  for  an  offence  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Admiralty.  By  the  stat.  28  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  treasons,  murders> 
robberies,  and  felonies  of  the  like  aggravated  kind  when  com- 
mitted upon  the  high  seas,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty 
of  England,  were  to  be  tried  in  such  shire  of  the  realm  as  should 
be  specially  limited  for  that  purpose  by  the  king's  commission.  By 
the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  the  provisions  of  that  statute  were  extended 
to  all  offences  committed  on  the  high  seas.  The  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
a  36,  6.  22,  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Central  Criminal  Court  over 
offences  committed  on  the  high  seas;  and  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  2,  s.  1, 
gives  the  like  jurisdiction  to  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or 
general  gaol  delivery.  But  the  question  is,  whether  these  statutes 
apply  to  foreigners.  They  do  not  in  terms  include  any  but  British 
subjects ;  and  the  only  way  in  which  it  can  be  suggested  that  they 
bind  foreigners  committing  offences  on  British  ships  is,  that  those 
who  come  on  board  British  ships  thereby  become  liable  to  render 
a  qualified  allegiance  to  the  Queen,  and  a  temporary  obedience  to 
British  laws.  But  it  seems  unreasonable  to  hold  that  a  foreigner 
by  merely  coming  on  board  a  British  ship  incurs  such  a  liability. 
The  39  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  extends  to  all  offences  against  the  municipal 
law  of  England  ;  so  that  a  foreign  woman  concealing  the  birth  of 
a  child  on  board  a  British  vessel  might  be  tried  and  convicted  in 
an  English  court  of  that  offence,  though  the  same  facts  would  not^ 
according  to  the  law  of  her  own  country,  constitute  any  offence  at 
all.  Again,  if  a  British  vessel  takes  a  foreigner  on  board  at  one 
foreign  port  to  be  disembarked  at  another^  may  he,  if  he  commits 
an  offence  against  the  municipal  law  of  England  during  his  passage, 
be  tried  and  convicted  by  an  English  court,  though  according  to 
the  law  of  the  country  from  which  he  sailed  and  that  of  the 
country  to  which  he  was  bound,  he  had  committed  no  offence  ? 
It  is  laid  down  by  eminent  writers  that  jurisdiction  depends  on 
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territory  ;    and   the   queation   is,  whether  tfaete  is  a  territorial       Reo. 
jurisdiction  over  all  persons  on  board  English  ships.     Story^  in  his       ^  ^' 
Conflict  of  Laws,  sect.  19,  citing  BouUenois,  says :  **  The  sovereign        .^Iff' 
has  also  a  right  to  make  laws  to  govern  foreigners  in  many  cases  ;        1858. 
for  example,  in  relation  to  property,  which  they  possess  within  the   ,   .TTT  _ 
reach  of  his  sovereignty ;  in  relation  to  the  formalities  of  contracts,    ^a^uJi 
which  they  make  within  his  territories ;  and  in  relation  to  judiciary  commuted  by 
proceedings  if  they  institute  suits  before  his  tribunals.      The  -^f^T!?.*^ 
sovereign  may,   in  like  manner,  make  laws  for  foreigners,  who  *^' 

even  pass  through  his  territories ;  but  these  are  commonly  simple 
laws  of  police,  made    for  the  preservation  of  order  within  his 
dominions."    Again  in  sect.  20 :  **  Another  maxim  or  proposition 
is,  that  no  state  or  nation  can,  by  its  laws,  directly  affect  or  bind 
property  out  of  its  own  territory,  or  bind  persons  not  resident 
therein,  whether  they  are  natural  born  subjects  or  others.     This  is 
a  natural  consequence  of  the  first  proposition ;  for  it  would  be 
wholly  incompatible  with  the  equality  and  exclusiveness  of  the 
sovereignty  of  all  nations,  that  any  one  nation  should  be  at  liberty 
to  regmate  either  persons  or  things  not  within  its  own  territory." 
Further  in  ss.  639^  541,  he  adds : — *^  Considered  in  an  international 
point  of  view,  jurisdiction  to  be  rightly  exercised,  must  be  founded 
either  upon  the  person  being  withm  the  territory  or  upon  the  thing 
being  within  the   territory  ;    for,    otherwise,    there   can  be    no 
sovereignty  exerted,  upon  the  known  maxim.  Extra  terntoriumjus 
dicenii  impune  nan  paretur.    BouUenois  puts  this  rule  among  his 
general  principles.     The  laws  of  a  sovereign  rightfully  extend  over 
persons  who  are  domiciled  within  his  territory,  and  over  property 
which  is  there  situate.     Yattel  lays  down  the  true  doctrine  in  clear 
terms :  *  The  sovereignty '  says  he,  *  united  to  domain,  establishes 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  nation   in  its  territories,  or  the  country, 
which  belongs  to  it.     It  is  its  province,  or  that  of  its  sovereign, 
to  exercise  justice   in  all  places  under  its  jurisdiction,  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  crimes  committed,    and   the  differences  that 
arise  in  the  country.'     On  the  other  hand,  no  sovereignty  can 
extend  its  process  beyond  its  own  territorial   limits,  to  subject 
either  persons  or  property  to  its  judicial  decisions.   Every  exertion 
of  authority  of  this  sort  beyond  this  limit  is  a  mere  nullity,  and 
incapable   of  binding  such    persons    or  property  in   any  other 
tribunals  :  (s.  539.)     In  regard  to  foreigners  resident  in  a  country, 
although  some  jurists  deny  the  right  of  a  nation  generally  to 
legislate  over  them,  it  would  seem  clear,  upon  general  principles  of 
international  law,  that  such  a  right  does  exist ;  and  the  extent  to 
which  it  should  be  exercised,  is  a   matter  purely  of  municipal 
arrangement  and  policy.     Huberus  lays  down  the  doctrine  in  his 
second  axiom  :  *  AH  persons  who  are  found  within  the  limits  of  a 
government,  whether  their  residence  is  permanent  or  temporary,  are 
to  be  deemed  subjects  thereof:' "  (s.  541.)    In  Wheaton's  Elements 
of  International    Law  (3rd   ed.   p.  157 :   4  th  ed.  p.  174),    the 
following  propositions  are  stated : — **  The  judicial  power  of  every 
independent  state,  then,  extends  with  the  qualifications  mentioned : 
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Bbo.        First,  To  the  punishment  of  all  offences  aeunst  the  monicipal  laws 
Lo'Vx.       o'  t^J^   **■'**  '^y  whomsoever  coDimitted    within    the    territory. 

Secondly,  To  the  punishment  of  all  such  offences,  by  whoiasoeTer 

'^^-       committed,  on  b<mrd  its  public  and   private  vessels  on  the  high 

JtrwrfirtiiMi—  s^**'  *"*'  *^^  board  its  public  vessels  in  foreign  porta.     Thirdly, 

Ofmcti       To  the  punishment  of  aJlsuch  offences  by  its  subjects  wheresoever 

<m-aiiutdif   committed.     Fourthly,  To  the   punishment  of  piracy  and  other 

BtMA^^.  offences  against  the  law  of  nations  by  whomsoever  and  wheresoever 

committed."     But  that  statement  is  at  variance  with  the  doctrine 

Wddown  in  Kent's  Commentaries  (vol.  l,pt.  1,  lect.  2),  where  it  is 

said :  '*  No  nation  has  any  right  of  jurisdiction  at  sea,  except  it  be 

over  the  pergtmt  of  itt  own  ntljectt,  in  its  own  public  and  private 

vessels ;     unless  that  is  to  be  considered  as  qualified  by  what 

follows:  "and  so  far  territorial  junsdiction  may  be  conudered  aa 

preserved,    for   the   vessels    of  a  nation    are,  in  many  respects, 

considered  as  portions  of  its  territory,  and  persons  on  board  are 

protected  and  governed  by  the  laws  of  the  country  to  which  tha 

vessel  belongs.     They  may  be  punished  for  offences  against  the 

municipal  laws  of  the  state  committed  on  board  its  puUic  and 

private  vessels  at  sea,  and  on  board  of  its  public  vessels  in  foreign 

ports:"  (p.  26,  4th  ed.  1840;  p.  29,  ed.   1851.)    It  is,  however, 

submitted  that  the  intention  of  tne  author  is  to  be  gathered  from  the 

general  proposition  stated  at  the  commencement  of  the  passage. 

CocKBUKN,  C.  J. — There  is  another  passage  later  in  the  book 
(p.  363,  ed.  1840;  p.  394,  ed.  1851 )  which  explains  his  meaning. 
After  referring  to  two  Acts  of  Congress  of  17^0 and  1825  noticing 
the  diveruty  of  language  in  different  sections,  and  the  consequent 
want  of  precision  on  the  subject  of  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the 
Admiralty  over  crimes  committed  on  the  high  seas,  he  says :  "  We 
may  safely  say  that  so  &r  as  any  crime  committed  upon  the  high 
seas,  no  matter  by  whom  or  where,  amounts  to  piracy  within  the 
purview  of  the  law  of  nations,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States.  But  where 
the  crime  has  not  attained  that '  bad  eminence,'  then  the  jurisdiction 
can  only,  upon  proper  principles,  attach  to  crimes  committed  by 
American  ci^zene  upon  the  nigh  seas  or  to  crimes  committed  in  or 
upon  on  American  veuel  upon  the  high  teat.  If  the  American 
citizen  commits  the  crime  on  the  high  seas,  on  board  of  a  foreign 
vessel,  the  personal  jurisdiction  over  the  citizen  in  that  case,  if  it 
exist  at  all,  must  be  concurrent  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign 
ffovernments  to  which  the  vessel  belongs,  or  by  whoso  subjects  it 
IS  Okvned.  Under  the  8th  section  of  the  Act  of  April,  .)0,  1790, 
if  fin  offence  be  committed  on  board  of  a  foreign  vessel  by  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  or  on  board  of  a  vessel  of  the  United  States 
by  a  foreigner,  or  by  a  citizen  or  foreigner  on  board  of  a  piratical 
vessel,  it  is  oognizable  by  the  courts  of  the  United  States :  (  United 
Stiittt  V.  Holmet,  5  Wheaton,  412.)" 

Jiallantine,Seij%. — It  cannot  bedeniedthatthereareEnglish  as  well 
as  Aoaerican  decisions  supporting  that  view.  In  Forbes  v.  Cochrane 
(2  B.  &  C.  448),  where  one  of  the  questions  was  whether  slaves 
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l>ecame  free  as  aoon  as  they  were  on  board  a  British  vessel,  there       ^^' 
are  several  passages  in  the  judgment  of  Best,  J.,  in  which  a  British      lop*'^ 

ship  is  likened  to  British  territory.     In  the  course  of  it,  he  said :        

^*  These  meU)  when  on  board  an  English  ship,  had  all  the  rights        ^^^' 

belonging  to  Englishmen  and  were  subject  to  all  their  liabilities.  j^grUdictionr^ 

If  they  had  committed  any  offence  they  must  have  been  tried      Ofencu 

according  to  English  laws.     If  any  injury  had  been  done  to  them  wmmiued  by 

they   would  have  had  a  remedy  by  applying  to  the  laws  of  this  sl^M^iMh 

country  for  redress"  (p.  467)  ;  and  again,  ^^so  far  as  this  question 

is  concerned,  there  is  no  difference  between  an  English  ship  and  the 

soil  of  England ;  for  are  not  those  on  board  an  English  ship  as 

much  protected  and  governed  by  the  English  laws  as  if  they  stood 

upon  English  land?       But  in  the  case  of  R.  v.  Devardo{\  Taunt. 

26),  it  was  held  that  a  manslaughter,  committed  in  China  by  an 

alien  enemy  who  had  been  a  prisoner  of  war  and  was  then  acting 

as  a  mariner  on  board  an  English  merchant  ship,  on  an  Englishman, 

cannot  be  tried  here  under  a  commission  issued  in  pursuance  of 

the  statutes  33  Hen.  8,  c.  23 ;  43  Geo.  3,  c.  113,  s.  6. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — In  that  case  information  is  given  of  three 
cases,  in  which,  if  your  doctrine  be  correct,  the  prisoners  were 
wrongfully  convicted.  The  cases  of  Frangois  Antoine  Sauvajoty 
Jean  Prevdty  and  Acmoy  mentioned  in  p.  32,  were  all  of  them  cases 
of  foreigners  tried  and  convicted  in  England  of  offences  committed 
on  board  of  English  ships  on  the  high  seas. 

BaUanttne^  Seijt. — There  is  certainly  a  considerable  weight  of 
authority  in  support  of  the  position  expresslv  laid  down  by 
Wheaton,  but  there  is  no  direct  decision  of  an  English  court  upon 
the  question ;  and  on  the  score  of  justice  to  foreigners,  who  cannot 
be  presumed  to  know  English  law  though  they  may  happen  to  be  in 
an  Englhis  ship,  there  appear  strong  reasons  against  the  adoption  of 
that  position.    (  He  also  referred  to  R,  v.  De  Mattos,  7  Car.  &  I^.  458.) 

Wtlsby  (with  him  Sir  H*  8.  Keatitig  (Solicitor-General)  and 
M,  Bere)j  for  the  Crown. — The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  at 
Exeter  to  try  the  prisoner  does  not  depend  upon  the  stat.  18  &  19 
Vict,  c  91,  s.  21 ;  for  if  the  prisoner  was  amenable  to  British  law 
at  all,  he  was  triable  there  by  virtue  of  the  stats.  28  Hen.  8,c  15, 
and  7  &  8  Vict,  a  82 ;  but  if  the  case  depended  wholly  upon  the 
18  &  19  Vict,  a  91,  s.  21,  the  jurisdiction  is  clear;  because  the 
word  found  is  used  there  In  its  most  extensive  sense,  and  was 
intended  to  include  all  cases  by  giving  jurisdiction  to  try  at  anv 
place  where  the  prisoner  might  nappen  to  beat  the  time  of  triaL 
The  object  was  to  gel  rid  of  all  question  about  local  jurisdiction ; 
and  R.  v.  Smythies  (4  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  94),  and  R.  v.  fVhylie  (2  Moo. 
C.  C.  186),  though  decided  upon  otner  statutes  using  rather 
different  words,  support  that  construction. 

CocKBUEN,  C.J. — Was  he  in  the  place  willingly,  or  taken  there 
inmtus  f 

Wielsby. — He  surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  think  you  may  pass  to  the  other 
point. 
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Rbo.  JVelshy. — The  only  other  question  is  whether  the  prisoner  wad 

^^'  amenable  to  British  law  at  all ;  and  upon  that  there  is  no  room  for 

'       doubt.      The  authorities  already  cited  are  sufficient  to  show  that 

1858.  the  deck  of  a  British  vessel  is^  for  the  purposes  of  jurisdiction  over 
JurZ^i  criminal  offences^  part  of  the  British  territory.  But  there  are 
Offences  many  other  authorities  to  the  same  effect.  Yattel,  lib.  1>  c  19, 
eommitudhy  8.  216,  SO  lays  it  dowu;  and  FobHx  (s.  506)  likewise  speaks  of 
^rSwi^Si^  every  ship  as  being  considered  a  continuation  of  the  territory  of 
*^'  country  to  which  it  belongs.  The  American  decisions  are 
also  expressly  in  point.  In  The  United  State$  v.  Palmer  (3 
Wheaton,  610),  the  point  decided  was,  that  the  crime  of  robbery, 
committed  by  a  person  who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  States  on  the 
high  seas  on  board  of  a  ship  belonging  exclusively  to  subjects 
of  a  foreign  state,  is  not  piracy  under  the  Act  of  1790,  c.  36,  and 
is  not  punishable  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  In  the 
judgment  delivered  by  Marshall,  C.  J.,  it  is  said :  *'  Do  the  words 
of  the  act  authorize  tne  courts  of  the  IJnion  to  inflict  its  penalties 
on  personswho  are  not  citizens  of  the  United  States,  nor  foiKn^  under 
their  Jlag^  nor  offending  particularly  against  them?"  (p.  631); 
and  again,  **But  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  Legislature  mtended 
to  punish  a  seaman  on  board  a  ship  sailing  under  a  foreign  flag^ 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  government,  who  should  lay 
violent  hands  upon  his  commander,  or  make  a  revolt  in  the  ship. 
These  are  offences  against  the  nation  under  whose  flag  the  yessel 
sails,  and  within  whose  particular  jurisdiction  all  on  board  the 
vessel  are :  ^  (p.  632.)  In  The  United  States  v.  Holmes  (6  Wheat. 
412),  Washington,  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said : 
*^  If  the  offence  be  committed  on  board  of  a  foreign  vessel  by  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  or  on  board  of  a  vessel  of  the  States  by  a 
foreigner,  the  offender  is  to  be  considered,  pro  hoc  vice^  and  in 
respect  to  this  subject,  as  belonging  to  the  nation  under  whose 
flag  he  sails."  (He  also  cited  Ortouin,  Diplomatic  de  la  Mer,  (6) 
liv.  2,  c.  10,  and  R.  v.  Serva,  1  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  292) 

Ballantinei  Serjt,  in  reply,  relied  upon  the  passage  above  cited 
from  Kent's  Commentaries. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — ^We  vrill  now  hear  the  case  of  Christian 
Sattler  argued.  Cur.  ad.  vulL 

(b)  Ortolan,  lir.  2,  c.  10  :  **  On  dit  que  tont  b4timent  de  gotrre  eat  una  partie  det  toritoin 
de  la  nation  k  laqnelle  il  appartient:*'  (p.  212.) 

"  Cela  po6^,  si  le  navire  est  en  pleine  mer,  quH  soit  b&timent  de  commerce  on  b&timent  do 
gnerre,  pen  importe,  nnl  4ut  Stranger  n*  a  le  droit  de  s*  immiscir  en  rien  dans  son  r^me 
int^rienr  on  ext^rienr,  de  Ini  donner  dee  ordres  on  de  Ini  fiure  des  prohibitions,  de  le  sonmettre 
k  nne  pnfssance  on  k  nne  jnridiction  ^trang^re  qneloonqne :  il  est  plao^  nniqnement  sons 
Tempire  des  lois  et  sons  le  gouvernement  dn  pays  qni  le  oonvre  de  sa  nationalite ;  tonte  relation 
qn*  nne  navire  dtrang^r  anrait  avec  Ini  est  nne  relation  Internationale,  qni  dost  etre  oonfimne 
i  la  coutnme  on  consentie  par  les  trait&  '•**  (p.  214.) 

'*  L^assimilation  dn  bord  d*nne  navire  marchand  an  territ(nre  de  sa  nation,  ezacte  lorsqne  oe 
navire  est  an  large,  paroeqn^  alors,  comme  corollaire  de  la  liberty  de  la  pleine  mer,  il  est 
totalement  exempt  de  tonte  jnridiction  antre  qne  celle  de  sa  nation,  cette  assimilation  ne  pent 
done  pins  6tre  admiae  dto  qn'  il  se  tronve  snr  nne  rade  on  dans  nn  port  appartenant  k  one 
pnisBance  etrang^:  **  (p.  227.) 
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Christian  Sattler's  Case.  *^*°- 

The  following  case  was  stated  and  reserved  by  Martin,  B. :  Sattlkk. 

1  request  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Queen's        ^^ 

Bench   and   Common   Pleas,   and   the  Barons  of  the  Court  of       ' 

Exchequer  upon  the  following  case : —  Junsriiction— 

The  prisoner  was  a  foreigner.  On  the  2nd  of  November,  1857,  ^jJ^S^fiy 
he  committed  a  larceny,  at  St.  Ives,  in  Huntingdonshire,  and  /oragnerstm 
went  away  from  England  with  part  of  the  stolen  property  to  Sntithgb^m. 
Hamburgh. 

The  owner  of  the  property  gave  information  to  the  London 
police,  and  the  deceased,  who  was  a  detective  officer  of  that  force, 
and  an  English  subject,  proceeded  to  Hamburgh,  and  there,  with 
the  assistance  of  the  Hamburgh  police,  arrested  the  prisoner,  and 
brought  him,  against  his  will,  on  board  an  English  steamer, 
trading  between  Hamburgh  and  London,  in  order  that  he  might 
be  tried  for  the  larceny. 

Hamburgh  is  on  the  river  Elbe,  60  miles  from  the  sea,  bat 
the  tide  flows  higher  up  than  the  place  where  the  steamer  was  when 
the  prisoner  was  taken  on  board.  The  steamer  left  Hamburgh  on 
the  morning  of  the  21st  of  November,  the  prisoner  being  in  irons; 
and  on  the  22nd,  whilst  the  steamer  was  on  the  high  seas,  he  shot 
the  officer,  who  afterwards  died  of  the  wound.  If  the  killing  had 
been  by  an  Englishman,  in  an  English  county,  it  would  have 
been  murder.     The  deceased  had  no  warrant. 

The  question  which  I  desire  to  be  answered  is ; — 

Whether  there  was  any  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner  at  the 
Old  Bailey  sessions  ? 

If  the  answer  be  in  the  affirmative,  the  judgment  which  has 
been  already  given  is  to  be  affirmed. 

If  in  the  negative,  the  judgment  is  to  be  reversed;  but  the 
prisoner  is  to  remain  in  custody,  to  be  tried  on  the  indictment, 
which  has  been  found  by  the  grand  jury,  for  the  larceny. 

I  also  request,  for  my  own  guidance,  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  upon  the  following  questions : — 

First.  Was  the  custody  of  the  prisoner  on  board  the  steamer 
lawful  ?  and,  is  there  any  distinction  as  to  the  times,  whilst  the 
steamer  was  on  the  river  Elbe  and  whilst  she  was  upon  the  high 
eeas? 

Second.  Supposing  the  custody  not  to  have  been  lawful^  was 
the  killing  necessarily  only  manslaughter? 

Samubl  Martin. 

BaUantine,  Seijt,  for  the  prisoner. — There  is  this  important 
distinction  in  this  case,  that  the  original  capture  of  the  prisoner 
was  unlawful,  and  he  was  taken  on  board  the  British  snip  both 
unlawfully  and  against  his  wilL  Under  such  circumstances  a  man 
may  go  great  lengths  to  achieve  his  liberty:  {Steventan^s  case^  19 
St  TrL  846.) 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — But  it  must  be  taken  upon  this  case 
that  he  lulled  the  officer  not  to  obtain  bis  liberty,  but  maliciously 
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Reo.        out  of  revenge ;  in  which  case  it  Is  murder^  though  the  custody 
g    *'•  may  have  been  unlawful. 

Ballantincy   Serjt. — Still,  if  a  man  is  dragged  illegally  on  to 

1858.        British  ground,  he  does  not  thereby  become  a  British  subject. 

JwrUdiction—       ^^^         ^'  Keatiuffy   S.  G.,  for  the  Crown. — The  distinguishing 

Ofences      point  relied  upon  in  this  case  will  not  affect  the  decision ;  because, 

oommiued  bff  assuming  the  deck  of  a  British  vessel  to  be  British  territory,  it 

*^J[^?*7.^"   cannot  be  maintaiued  that  a  person  who  is  brought  there  against 

'  '^'   his  will  is  not  subject  to  English  law.     The  cases  of  prisoners  of 

war  (three  of  which  are  cited  in  R.  v.  Depardo)^  who  have  been 

convicted  of  offences  in  this  country,  are  decisive  on  that  point; 

and  the  distinction  respecting  prisoners  of  war  mentioned  in  R.  r. 

Serva  (1  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  292),  is  founded  upon  a  misapprehension 

of  the  true  ground  upon  which  allegiance  is  due:  {Calvin*s  case, 

7  Rep.  6.)      (He  also  referred  to  the   Canadian  prisoner^  case, 

9  Ad.  &  Ell.  731 ;  5  M.  &  W.  32.) 

Martin,  B. — Is  there  any  distinction  between  a  vessel  on  the 
river  Elbe  and  the  town  of  Hamburgh  ? 

Sir  H.  S.  Keating. — As  it  is  a  place  where  big  ships  go,  the 
jurisdiction  is  the  same  as  if  the  vessel  had  been  upon  the  high 
seas:  (A  v,  Allen,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  494.) 

Ballantine^  Serjt.,  in  reply. — Except  in  the  case  of  prisoners  of 
war,  as  to  whom  there  may  be  some  ground  of  exception,  it  is  at 
variance  with  the  principles,  upon  which  allegiance  of  any  kind 
rests,  to  hold  that  a  person  brought  into  and  detained  in  a  foreign 
country  by  compulsion  owes  any  obedience  to  the  laws  of  that 
country:  (Vat.  172,  s.  101.) 

The  Judges  then  retired  for  a  short  time  for  consultation,  and 
upon  their  return:— 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — 

We  think  that  in  both  cases  the  convictions  must  be  affirmed. 

Rbo.        (His  Lordship  then  read  the  case  of  Benito  Lope2.)     Now  we 

L0FB2       have  no  doubt  that  an  offence  was  committed  by  him  against  the 

'      law  of  England.     He  was  in  an  English  ship  under  the  protection 

of  English  law  ;  he  owed  obedience  to  that  law ;  and  he  was  guilty 
of  an  offence  against  English  law  by  the  crime  which  he  committed. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  authorities  which  have  been 
cited  to  prove  that  proposition ;  but  it  is  satisfactoi^  to  know  that 
such  is  also  the  law  m  America  and  France.  The  only  other 
question  is,  whether  there  was  jurisdiction  in  the  court  at  Exeter, 
sitting  under  the  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general 
gaol  delivery  for  the  county  of  Devon,  to  try  that  offence ;  and 
upon  that  we  entertain  as  little  doubt ;  because  that  court  would 
have  had  jurisdiction  before  the  late  act  18  &  19  Vict  c  91, 
8,  21 ;  and  that  act  is  itself  quite  conclusive  on  the  subject,  and 
was  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  removing  any  doubts  which  might 
by  possibility  be  suggested  upon  the  subject.  It  provides  that 
offences  committed  by  foreigners  in  British  vessels  on  the  high 
seas  may  be  tried  by  any  court,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which 
the  offender  is  found,  if  the  offence  is  one  which  would  have  been 
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Rbg. 

V. 


cc^izable  by  such  court,  ^uppoeing  it  to  have  been  committed 

within  the  limits  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction.     Here  the  offence,  if      umz, 

committed  in  the  county  of  Devon,  would  certainly  have  been        

triable  at  the  assizes  at  Exeter ;  and  as  the  prisoner  was  found        ^■**- 
there,  it  is  clear  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  his  offence,     sattlbb. 

In  the  case  of  Sattler  we  are  equally  clear  that,  though  he  was  a        

foreigner,  he  committed  an  offence  against  the  law  of  England.        ^^^^- 

(His  Lordship  read  the  case.)     Here  then  Is  a  crime  committed  by  juritdieiUm— 

a  foreigner  on  board  an  English  ship,  which  would  have  been       Qfenca 

murder  if  committed  by  an  Englishman  in  England.     Under  the  ^^w^*""*  h 

circumstances  stated  we  are  of  opinion  that,  whether  his  detention  ^^!!hZ^ 

was  lawful  or  unlawful,  and  whether  he  was  or  not  in  legal  custody 

at  first,  he  was  guilty  of  murder  and  amenable  to  the  English  laws. 

He  was  in  a  British  ship  entitled  to  the  protection  of  English  law, 

and  therefore  subject  to  it ;  and  it  seems  to  us  for  this  purpose 

immaterial  whether  the  capture  at  Hamburgh  was  lawful  or  not. 

He    was    on  board    a   British  ship,  which   is  for  this  purpose 

to  be    regarded  as  British    territory  ;   he  owed   allegiance  to 

the  law   of   England  ;    and    he   committed   an   offence  against 

that  law  because  he  shot  the  detective  officer,  not  to  obtain  his 

liberty  but  from  motives  of  revenge.     Then  the  question  arises, 

whether  the  Central  Criminal  Court  had  jurisdiction.     Upon  that  I 

bave  already  siud  that  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner 

was   ^' found"  within  the  jurisdiction.     My  brother  Ballantine 

contended  that  if  the  prisoner  was  brought  within  the  jurisdiction 

against  his  will,  he  was  not  found  there  within  the  meaning  of  the 

act ;  but  we  are  all  of  a  contrary  opinion ;  and  we  think  that  a 

man  is  '*  found,"  within  the  meaning  of  that  act,  in  any  place  where 

he  is  actually  present.    In  answer  to  the  first  question,  therefore,  we 

are  all  of  opinion  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction.    We  are  then  asked 

whether  the  custody  of  the   prisoner  was  lawful  on  board  the 

steamer,  and  whether  there  is  any  distinction  as  to  the  times  when 

she  was  on  the  Elbe  and  when  on  the  high  seas ;  but  we  think  it 

unnecessary  to  answer  these  questions,  as  it  must  be  taken  that 

the  prisoner  did  the  act  out  of  malice  and  revenge.     We  have  no 

doubt    that    the   conviction    was    perfectly    right,   and  without 

hesitation  answer  to  the  third  question,  tnat  even  if  the  custody 

was  not  lawful  the  killing  was  not  necessarily  only  manslaughter. 

If  the  killing  was  out  of  malice  and  revenge,  and  not  for  the  mere 

purpose   of  obtaining  liberty,   then,  though   the    custody   were 

unlawful^  the  crime  would  still  be  murder. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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GUILDHALL. 

Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

(Before  Lord  Campbell^  C.  J.,  and  a  Special  Jury.) 

February ^  1858. 

Keg.  v.  Brown  and  Others. 

Conspiracy  by  directors  of  a  joint  stock  bank  to  defraud  the  public  by 

false  representations. 

The  directors  of  a  joint  stock  bank,  knowing  it  to  be  in  a  state  of  insole 
vency,  issued  a  balance-skeet  skotoing  a  profit  and  thereupon  deelaTed 
a  dividend  of  6  per  cent.  They  also  issued  advertisements  inviting 
the  public  to  take  shares  upon  the  faith  of  their  representations  that 
tke  bank  was  in  a  flourishing  condition. 

On  an  ex  officio  information  filed  by  the  Attorney^  General,  tluy  were  found 
guilty  of  a  conspiracy  to  defraud,  (a) 

THIS  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-Greneral, 
Sir  B.  Bethelly  chamng  certain  directors  of  the  Royal  British 
Bank — viz.,  Humphrey  Brown,  Edward  Esdaile,  Henry  Donning 
Macleod,  Loran  de  Wolfe  Cochran,  Richard  Hartley  Kennedy, 
William  Daniel  Owen,  John  Stapleton,  and  also  the  general 
manager,  Hugh  Innes  Cameron,  with  conspiring,  by  false  represen- 
tations, to  deiraud  the  shareholders  and  customers  and  the  publio. 
The  trial  began  on  the  Idth,  and  was  brought  to  a  close  on  the 
27th  of  February,  after  having  occupied  thirteen  days,  for  about 
eight  hours  each  day.  During  the  first  eight  days,  the  case  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown  was  conducted  by  Sir  F.  Thesi^er,  but  that 

fentleman  having  in  the  meantime  been  raised  to  tne  dignity  of 
lOrd  High  Chancellor,  the  conduct  of  the  prosecution  during  the 
remiuning  five  days  devolved  on  Mr.  Atherton. 

(a)  I  have  thought  it  desirable  to  preserre  a  record  of  this  remarkable  case,  whidi  may 
be«>iiie  a  preoedeot ;  bat  coosideriDg  it  unneceasarj  to  detail  the  evidence,  I  have  giTen  only 
the  sammiiig  up  of  the  Lord  Chief  Jostice,  which  very  clearly  lays  down  the  law  of  oonapiraey, 
and  presents  a  sufficient  summary  of  the  facte  proTed,  and  which  were  held  to  bring  the  deftiidanta 
within  the  grasp  of  the  law.    I  am  indebted  to  Tht  Timu  for  this  report. — Editob. 
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Sir  F.  Thesiffery  AAertan,  Q.C.,  BaUantine,  Seqt,  Welsbyy  and        *^«»- 
BrowHi  J.  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  Crown.  Browh 

HuddlestoHy  Q.C.,  Kennedy,  C.  jR.,  and  Bell  for  Brown.  amd 

Edwin  James,  Q.C.,  and  Aspland  for  Esdaile.  OraBM. 

Lawrence  for  Macleod.  1858^ 

Cochran,  who  had  not  pleaded,  did  not  appear.  -- — 

Shee,    Serjt.,     Keane^     D.    D.y     and     Jacobs     appeared     for  ^^l^^&^^^ 
Kennedy.  oflj^ 

Sladej  Q.C.  for  Owen.  ^Utek  hcmk. 

Sir  F.  Kelly y  BamUj  Q.C.y  and  Coleridge  for  Stapleton. 

Dighy  Seymour  and  Bennett  for  Cameron. 

The  1st  count  of  the  information  charged  a  conspiracy  to  publish 
and  represent  to  such  of  the  shareholders  as  were  ignorant,  ftc^ 
that  the  bank  and  its  aiiairs  had  been  during  the  half-year  ended 
the  Slst  of  December,  1855,  and  then  were,  in  a  sound  and 
prosperous  condition,  producing  profits  divisible,  &c.,  the  defendants 
well  knowing  the  contrary,  &c.,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  de&aud 
such  of  the  shareholders  as  were  not  aware  of  the  true  state  of  its 
afiairs,  and  to  induce  them  to  continue  to  hold  shares  therein,  and 
to  become  or  continue  customers  and  creditors  of  the  bank.  The 
count  then  set  out  the  following  overt  acts : — 

Ist  overt  act. — ^Publishing  a  false  report  for  the  half-year  to  Decem- 
ber 31,  1855,  declaring  a  dividend  of  6  per  cent.,  and  that  new  shares 
would  be  issued  at  a  premium. 

2nd  overt  act. — Issuiag  new  shares,  knowing  the  bank  to  be  in  a 
failing  condition. 

3rd  overt  act — ^Publishing  a  false  balance-sheet  for  the  year,  false 
in  the  amount  of  assets,  in  the  provision  for  bad  debts,  and  in  the  profit 
and  loss  account. 

4th  overt  act. — ^Paying  a  dividend  when  no  profits  were  made. 

5thf  overt  act. — ^Buying  the  bank  shares  with  the  bank's  money  to 
keep  up  the  price. 

6th  overt  act. — ^Publishing  a  circular,  September  10,  1855,  to  the 
shareholders,  to  induce  them  to  buy  new  shares,  when  the  bank  was  in  a 
fiuling  condition. 

7th  overt  act. — ^Publishing  an  advertisement  inviting  persons  to  open 
accounts  when  the  bank  was  approaching  insolvency. 

8th  overt  act — Publishing  an  issue  of  2,000  more  shares  when  the 
bank  was  failing. 

The  2nd  count  charged  a  similar  conspiracy  against  customers  and 
creditors  of  the  bank,  and  contained  seven  overt  acts  similar  to  numbers 
1  to  7  in  the  1st  count. 

The  3rd  count  charged  a  similar  conspiracy  against  the  Queen's 
subjects  generally.     The  overt  acts  were  the  same  as  in  the  1st  count. 

The  4th  count  charged  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  such  of  the 
shareholders  as  were  ignorant  of  the  true  state  of  the  bank  by  inducing 
them,  by  false  pretences,  to  purchase  and  hold  additional  shares  in  the 
bank,  the  defendants  knowing  the  bank  to  be  in  a  bad  and  dangerous 
condition  and  approaching  insolvency,  and  that  the  shares  were  unsafe 
and  might  be  ruinous  to  the  holders.  The  overt  acts  were  the  same  as 
Nos.  1  to  5  in  the  1  st  count 

The  5th  count  charged  a  similar   conspiracy  against  the   Queen's 
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Rbo.        subjects  generally.     Tlie  overt  acts  were  the  same  as  Nos.  4,  5,  and  7  in 

^iri,  The  6th  and  last  coant  charged  a  general  conspiracy  to  cheat  and 

Othbbs.      defraad  John  Arundel,  and  several  other  persons  named,  of  their  money. 

Lord  Campbell  thus  summed  up  : — ^The  anxious  task  now  devolves 

^^^  upon  me  of  summing  up  in  this  very  important  case  ;  and  I  say  it  most 
Coiupiracy  hy  unaffectedly,  my  anxiety  is  greatly  diminished  when  I  consider  the 
thedirecion  character  and  qualifications  of  the  gentlemen  whom  I  have  now  to 
qf  a  joint  address.  If  it  had  been  my  duty  to  try  this  case  in  the  country,  at  the 
itockbank.  assizes,  before  country  gentlemen  and  farmers,  I  should  have  been 
much  more  embarrassed.  I  should  have  probably  known  more  than  the 
jury,  and  it  would  have  been  my  difficult  and  anxious  task  to  try  to 
Communicate  information  to  them  on  matters  of  which  they  would  be 
ignorant.  But^  gentlemen,  you  know  much  more  of  this  subject  than  I 
do  ;  and  it  is  a  satisfaction  to  me  that  you  are  so  well  qualified,  and  that 
justice  is  sure  to  be  done  by  your  verdict.  During  this  long  and 
laborious  trial  (and  we  have  now  arrived  at  the  thirteenth  day)  you  have 
devotedly  attended  to  the  evidence,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  you 
thoroughly  understand  it.  My  task  is,  therefore,  comparatively  a  light 
one,  and  I  shall  only  feel  it  my  duty  to  state  the  questions  of  law  which 
may  arise,  and  to  direct  your  attention  to  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
principal  questions  for  your  determination.  It  was  my  fate,  gentlemen, 
in  another  case,  to  be  occupied  two  days  in  summing  up  ;  and  justice  so 
required  ;  and,  if  I  tliought  that  I  could  at  all  assist  you  by  going 
through  the  whole  of  my  notes,  page  by  page,  I  would  not  spare  myself 
the  labour  of  completing  that  task.  But  I  think  that  on  this  occasion, 
instead  of  assisting  you,  such  a  course  would  rather  perplex  you;  and 
that  I  shall  best  discharge  my  duty  by  bringing  before  you  a  few  plain 
points,  and  stating  the  questions  which  you  will  have  to  consider. 
Gentlemen,  this  information  was  filed  by  the  late  Attorney-General 
(Sir  R.  Bethell)  a  gentleman  of  great  learning  and  high  honour,  who 
filled  the  office  of  Attorney-General  with  great  distinction  ;  and  what* 
ever  may  be  the  event  of  this  prosecution,  no  one  can  ascribe  the 
smallest  blame  to  him  for  the  course  which  he  adopted.  After  the 
failure  of  the  Royal  British  Bank,  and  the  ruin  and  scandal  which  it 
caused,  it  became  essentially  necessary  that  an  inquiry  should  take  place, 
and  he  has  put  the  defendants  upon  their  trial.  This  is  an  ex  officio 
information.  Generally  speaking,  before  a  person  can  be  put  upon  his 
trial  in  England,  there  must  be  a  bill  of  indictment  found  by  a  grand 
jury,  and  so  it  is  universally  as  to  felony  and  high  treason.  But,  in 
regard  to  misdemeanors,  the  Attorney-General  has  the  right  ex  officio 
to  file  an  information.  This  is  an  ancient  and  undoubted  prerogative, 
and  quite  constitutional  and  beneficial,  and  I  have  heard  no  complaint 
on  the  part  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  of  the  course  which  has 
been  adopted.  Gentlemen,  this  information  charges,  in  the  first  count, 
that  the  defendants  conspired  together  to  represent  to  the  shareholders 
that  the  Royal  British  Bank  and  its  affairs  had  been  during  the  half-year 
ended  the  31st  of  December,  1855,  and  then  were,  in  a  sound  and  pros- 
perous condition,  producing  profits  divisible  among  the  shareholders, 
they  well  knowing  the  contrary,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the 
shareholders,  customers,  and  creditors  of  the  bank.  This  is  the  con- 
spiracy charged.  Then  there  are  several  overt  acts  alleged,  the 
principal  of  which  are  the  report  of  the  directors  to  the  shareholders  of 
the  state  of  the  bank  on  the  31st  of  December,  1855,  the  issuing  of  new 
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shares,  the  balance-sheet^  of  which  70a  have  heard  so  much,  which         ^^^' 
professes  to  give  a  true  account  of  the  condition  of  the  bank  at  that  time,       ^  ''^ 
showing  thej  could  give  a  dividend  of  6  per  cent,  out  of  the  supposed         ^^vd 
profits,  buying  the  bank  shares  with  the  bank's  money  for  the  purpose  of      Othrrs. 

keeping  up  the  deceit,  &c.     It  has  already  been  stated  that  by  the  law         

of  England  the  crime  of  conspiracy  may  be  completed  without  any  overt  ^^^ 
acts  committed ;  but  it  has  been  properly  stated  by  the  learned  counsel  Contviracu  bv 
(Mr.  Atherton)  who  has  latterly  so  very  ably  conducted  the  prosecution  the  direeion 
that  the  overt  acts  are  properly  to  be  looked  to,  because  from  them  the  of  a  joint 
jury  may  draw  an  inference  as  to  the  object  of  the  conspiracy.  With  **^  ***"*^ 
regard  to  conspiracy,  it  is  not  essential  that  evidence  should  be  given  of 
any  formal  consultation,  in  which  the  parties  are  supposed  to  have 
deliberately  resolved  to  do  an  illegal  act  or  to  do  a  legal  act  by  illegal 
means  ;  but  if,  as  reasonable  men,  you  see  there  was  a  common  design, 
and  they  were  acting  in  concert  to  do  what  is  wrong,  that  is  evidence 
from  which  a  jury  may  suppose  that  a  conspiracy  was  actually  formed. 
Now,  gentlemen,  the  manner  in  which  it  was  proposed  to  show  that 
there  was  a  conspiracy  in  this  case  was — first,  to  show  that  the  bank  was 
in  a  state  of  insolvency  at  the  end  of  the  year  1855  and  beginning  of 
1856  ;  secondly,  that  this  was  known  to  the  defendants ;  and,  thirdly, 
that,  knowing  that,  they  entered  into  the  design  to  represent  that  the 
bank  was  then  in  a  flourishing  condition,  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving 
those  who  were  shai*eholders,  or  the  public  who  might  wish  to  become 
shareholders.  It  is  for  you  to  say  whether,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, they  have  established  those  three  points.  I  must  caution  you 
against  supposing  that»  if  one  or  several  ha^e  done  what  was  improper, 
that  will  establish  the  charge  against  them.  For  instance,  if  they  went 
on  after  the  *'  reserve  fund''  was  exhausted,  that  alone  will  not  establish 
the  charge.  The  charge  is,  that  they  conspired  to  misrepresent  the 
actual  state  of  the  bank  for  the  purpose-  of  deceiving  the  shareholders, 
and  to  establish  that  there  must  be  a  joint  design,  a  joint  combination 
and  conspiracy.  In  addressing  you,  I  shall  first  call  your  attention, 
to  whether  there  has  generally  been  such  a  conspiracy  as  is  alleged  on 
the  part  of  the  Crown  ;  and  then  I  will  draw  your  attention  particularly 
to  the  cases  of  the  different  defendants.  I  have  already  (in  the  course  of 
the  trial)  had  occasion  to  advert  to  the  fact  that  there  is  considerable 
difference  with  regard  to  the  evidence  against  the  several  defendants,  to 
which  you  have  attended  in  so  exemplary  a  manner,  and  it  will  be  your 
duty  to  distinguish  between  them.  The  great  point  is  what  was  the  real 
state  of  the  bank  on  the  31st  December,  1855?  According  to  the 
balance-sheet  published  by  the  directors  to  the  proprietors  on  the  1st  of 
February,  1856,  it  was  in  a  very  flourishing  condition.  You  have  all 
copies  of  the  report  and  balance-sheet,  and  it  is  essential  that  you  should 
continue  to  look  at  them.  If  that  balance-sheet  be  true,  the  case  for  the 
prosecution  fails  altogether ;  for  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  they 
undertake  to  prove  that  it  is  false  and  fraudulent,  and  particularly  that  it 
takes  credit  for  a  number  of  debts  absolutely  desperate,  so  as  entirely  to 
misrepresent  the  actual  condition  of  the  bank.  There  was  notice  given 
on  the  part  of  the  Grown  to  the  defendants  of  a  great  number  of  debts, 
but  they  are  now  confined  to  a  certain  number,  which  we  have  been 
engaged  many  days  in  investigating.  I  did  not  complain  of  that,  but 
the  exact  amount  of  the  debts  was  not  material,  nor  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  incurred,  for  we  were  not  trying  the  directors  for  improvi- 
dently  allowing  those  with  whom  they  were  dealing  to  incur  debts.     We 
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Beo-        are  to  examine  what  was  the  condition  of  the  bank  at  the  time  to  which 

Brown       ^  ^*^®  referred.     I  shall  therefore  spare  70U  the  history  of  the  Welsh 

j^jfjy         mines,  and  shall  say  nothing  about  Swift  and  Dammler  and  the  other 

Othbss.      parties  of  whom  we  have  heard  so  much ;  for,  though  the  directors 

should  be  blamed  for  entering  into  those  mining  adventures,  that  would 

1858.        QQ^  support  this  charge  unless  it  contributed  to  the  insolvency  which 
Contpiracy  ftv  ^^^7  desired  to  conced  and  to  deceive  the  shareholders.     The  first  debt 
ihe  (Hreetors    to  which  I  shall  call  your  attention  is  the  sum  advanced  upon  the  Welsh 
qf  a  joint     works  Under  various  heads,  amounting  to  an  aggregate  of  108,003/.  2s.  5d, 
stock  bank,    j^q^^  gentlemen,  there  was  some  security  for  these  advances — viz.,  the 
mines ;  but  these  mines,  at  the  highest  estimate,  could  not  have  been 
worth  more  than  half  that  8nm»  for  in  the  month  of  June,  1854,  when 
the  directors  put  them  up  to  auction,  they  fixed  a  reserve  bidding  at 
60,000/.     They  were  finally  sold  for  6000/. ;  but  that  ought  not  to  be 
taken  as  the  vtdue  of  the  security  at  the  time.     The  next  debt  was  the 
sum  of  8600/.  due  by  Harrison  and  other  parties  connected  with  the 
Islington  Cattle  Market  Company.     You  recollect  that  every  attempt 
was  made  to  recover  that  amount,  but  the  debt  turned  out  to  be  utterly 
hopeless  ;  as  did  De  Tape's  debt  of  1193/.  I85.  4</.      Then  came  the 
debt  arising  out  of  the  advances  made  to  MuUins,  who  is  dead  ;  and  I 
wish  that  nothing  but  what  is  good  could  be  said  of  the  dead;  but  I  am 
afraid  that  all  parties  concur  in  throwing  just  blame  upon  him.     There 
is  no  doubt  that  advances  were  made  to  him,  which,  with  the  interest, 
amounted  to  11,172/.  28.  lOdL  ;  but  he  died  insolvent^  and  that  debt  is 
totally  lost.     Then,  we  investigated  the  advances  made  to  Hnmphery 
Brown ;  but  I  do  not  think  we  are  in  a  situation  to  know  exactly  the 
value  of  the  securities  which  he  gave  to  the  bank  for  the  adimnces  which 
were  made  to  him,  amouuting  altogether  to  74,437/.  Ss.  Id.    But  though 
we  do  not  know  the  exact  value  of  the  ships  which  he  mortgaged  to  the 
bank,  the~  value  must  be  taken  at  the  price  which  they  would  fetch  at 
the  time,  and  before  the  value  of  the  shipping  had  fallen  40  per  cent,  as 
it  did  afterwards.     It  was  said  by  the  prosecution  that  the  highest  valuer 
was  48,000/.,  and  that  a  loss  at  least  of  36,000/.  was  thus  occasioned. 
But  this  is  a  question  entirely  for  you.     His  Lordship  here  observed  in 
favour  of  Brown,  that  he  thought  there  was  but  little  ground  for  saying 
that  Brown  had  deceived  the  bank  as  to  the  value  of  his  securities. 
Then  there  was  the   alleged    loss   on    Oliver's    debt,    amounting   to 
14,162/.  48.  5d. ;  but  although  he  (Oliver)  became  insolvent,  and  paid 
scarcely  anything  in  the  pound  (58.),  there  were  other  names  on  his  bills, 
and  how  much  they  had  paid  into  the  bank  you  are  not  fully  informed. 
Then  comes  Macgregor,  another  director,  who  received  advances  to  the 
extent  of  7369/.  8^.  Sd.     He  gave  as  security  some  policies,  one  of 
which  realised  1181/.  18s. ;  and  some  shares  in  various  companies  which 
were  worthless,  so  that  upon  his  debt  there  was  a  loss  of  about  6000/. 
Next  comes  Blacker^s  debt  of  4513/.  Os.  2d.     He  had  forged  the  names 
of  the  acceptors  to  a  number  of  bills  which  had  been  discounted  by  the 
bank,  and  therefore  he  was  the  only  person  liable  upon  them  ;  but  he 
fled  the  countiy,  and  the  bills  in  point  of  law  and  value  were  utterly 
worthless.      Then    comes    the    debt    of    Gwynne,    another    director, 
amounting  to  13,415/.  IBs.  \ld.  He  had  deposited  some  shai*es  in  a  com- 
pany, but  the  debt  is  entirely  lost     Then  comes   Cochran,  another 
director,  whose  debt  amounted  to  9,503/.  Ss.  5d.     He  is  one  of  the 
defendants  on  this  record,  but  he  has  fied  the  country,  so  his  debt  is 
entirely  lost.     Then  there  is  the  debt  of  Cameron,  the  general  manager. 


CBIMINAL  LAW  OASBS.  447 

which  amounted  to  23,896/.  12«.  Td. ;  hut  the  value  of  his  security  is  not         ^^^' 
jet  well  ascertained.     There  is  evidence  that  he  has  property  at  Dingwall,       bbowh 
which  can  he  sold  for  forty  years'  purchase ;  but  it  is  impossihe  to  tell         j^^^j^ 
how  much  it  may  produce.     And  yet,  gentlemen,  all  these  sums  were      Otrbbs. 

taken  into  account,  and  credit  is  taken  for  them  in  the  balance-sheet  to         

December  31,  1855.  In  addition  to  this,  it  appeared  from  the  books  of  ^^^ 
the  bank  that  there  was  a  sum  of  42,000/.  owing  upon  past-due  bills,  Cotupiraev  fly 
upon  which  they  had  ceased  to  calculate  interest,  yet  that  sum  of  42,000/.  the  direetort 
is  included  in  the  balance-sheet  in  the  '^  assets"  of  the  bank.  You,  of  a  joint 
gentlemen,  will  form  your  own  opinion,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  in  this  *'^*  *""*' 
balance-sheet  debts  are  included  which  were  known  to  be  bad  to  the 
extent  of  at  least  100,000i.  If  so,  I  should  think  this  balance- 
sheet  is  a  false  account.  A  balance-sheet  should  give  some  informa- 
tion to  the  shareholders  as  to  the  state  of  the  bank  ;  bat  here  credit 
is  taken  for  100,000/.  worth  of  bad  debts,  just  as  if  it  had 
been  100,000/.  invested  in  the  Three  per  Cents.  It  is  said  it  is  the 
custom  with  banks  to  include  bad  debts  in  their  balance-sheets  as 
**  assets."  If  so,  it  is  a  very  strange  custom,  if  there  is  no  reserve  fund 
for  paying  them.  But  it  is  said  that  there  was  a  **  reserve  fund"  for 
bad  debts.  If  that  had  been  so,  and  a  proper  sum  had  been  reserved, 
the  case  would  have  been  different ;  but  the  fund  reserved  for  the  pay- 
ment of  bad  debts,  amounting,  on  the  Slst  of  December,  J  856,  to 
100,000/.,  was  only  339/.  Is.  Id,  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  there 
is  strong  evidence,  but  you  are  to  consider  it,  and  form  your  own  opinion, 
that  in  this  balance-sheet  credit  was  taken  for  sums  for  which  credit 
ought  not  to  have  been  taken,  and  that  this  had  a  certain  tendency  to 
impose  upon  the  shareholders.  His  Lordship  here  read  over  the 
evidence  given  by  Mr.  Barnard,  the  cashier  of  the  bank  from  the  com- 
mencement in  1849,  respecting  his  examination  of  the  past-due  bills  in 
April  or  May,  1855,  under  the  direction  of  Cameron.  According  to 
his  calculation  the  good  bills  were  52,584/.  4s,  5</.,  the  doubtful 
52,976i.  I6s,  Sd.,  and  the  bad  12,523/.  14;.  2d, ;  total,  118,084/.  1 4s.  Sd. 
Barnard,  however,  said  that  Cameron  added  to  the  number  of  bad  bills, 
and  made  the  amount  21,555/.  His  Lordship  said  he  thought  he  ought 
also  to  read  over  the  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Barnard,  as  it  was 
favourable  to  the  directors.  It  stated  in  substance  that  he  believed  the 
securities  held  for  the  advances  made  by  the  bank  were  sufficient ;  that 
the  character  of  the  bills  of  the  bank  became  better  as  they  went  on ; 
that  he  believed  that  both  Brown's  debt  and  the  securities  on  the  Welsh 
mines  would  have  been  good  if  the  bank  had  not  stopped  ;  that  he 
believed  somebody  would  get  a  fortune  out  of  the  works  yet,  as  they  only 
wanted  capital ;  that  he  himself  believed  the  bank  to  be  solvent  till 
within  a  short  time  of  the  stoppage,  and  had  in  consequence  advised  his 
friends  to  take  shares,  and  also  refused  a  more  lucrative  situation  than 
the  one  he  held  in  the  bank  ;  that  the  business  of  the  bank  had  greatly 
improved  during  the  last  year,  and  that  more  than  1000  new  accounts 
had  been  opened  in  the  year  ending  June  30th,  1855,  &c.  His  Lordship 
then  proceeded  to  read  Crawford's  evidence  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  balance-sheet  was  made  out  by  him.  The  general  principle  was  to 
state  the  result  of  the  different  books,  and,  giving  credit  to  them  that 
what  they  stated  was  true,  the  balance-sheet  would  be  a  true  account  of 
the  state  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank  ;  but  if  those  books  were  wrong  the 
balance-sheet  would  be  a  delusion  and  snare.  There  could  be  no  doubt 
that  Crawford  did  his  duty  in  taking  out  the  accounts  correctly,  and  if 
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Bbo-        the  materials  had  been  solid  the  result  would  have  been  unexceptionable, 
g  ^'  He  (Crawford)  prepared  three  tabular  statements  of  accounts,  marked  A., 

AND         ^*'  ^"^  ^*»  ^^^  gave  them  to  Cameron.     The  balance-sheet  for  December 
Others.      31  St,  1855,  was  then  made  from  the  balance-sheet  of  June  30th,  1855, 

by  merely  altering  the   figures.     This   was  done  by   Crawford  under 

1858.        Cameron's  directions.     His  Lordship  observed  that,  though  Cameron  was 
Conspiracy  by  °^^  ^  director,  and  had  no  vote  at  the  Board,  he  was  answerable  for  the 
the  directors    manner  in  which  the  balance-sheet  was  made  out  under  his  superinten- 
of  a  joint      dence  and  by  his  directions.     The  jury  would  say  whether  it  it  was  true 
sUtek  bank,     ^^  false.     The  balance-sheet  having  been  first  approved  by  the  directors, 
at  a  court  held  in  the  latter  part  of  January,  was  laid  before   the 
proprietors  at  a  general  meeting  held  on  the  1st  of  February,  1856.     It 
gave  a  very  flattering  account  of  the  state  of  affairs,  and  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  say,  looking  at  the  evidence,  whether  that  balance-sheet  was 
true,  and  justified  the  directors  in  their  report  in  which  they  declared  a. 
dividend  of  6  per  cent.     The  balance-sheet  showed  that  there  was  a 
'^  gross  balance  for  the  year  ended  the  3l8t  of  December,  1855,  after 
making  a  provision   on   account   of    bad   debts,  and  paying   interest 
(25,3202.   8«.   3c?.)  on  deposits  and   promissory  notes,  and  balances," 
amounting  to  30,551/.  2«.  Id.     On  the  other  side  they  took  credit,  under 
the   head  of  ''  assets,"  "  by  loans  on  convertible  securities  for  short 
periods,  advances  on  cash  credits,  bills  discounted, **  &c.,  for  986,272/. 
i\s.  Id,     But  in  that  sum  of  986,272/.  lis,  Id,^  there  was  included  the 
108,000/.   advanced  on  the  Welsh  Works,  the  debts  of  the  Islington 
Cattle-market  Company,  MuUins,  Brown,  Macgregor,  Oliver,  Blacker, 
G Wynne,  Cochran,  and  Cameron.     Now,  on  the  Ist  of  February,  upon 
the  occasion  when  the  report  and  balance-sheet  were  laid  before  the 
general  meeting,  all  the  defendants  were  present.     Then  they  came  to  a 
resolution  that  the  report  should  be  adopted,  and  that  there  should  be  a 
dividend  of  6  per  cent,  for  the  half-year.     It  would  be  for  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  shareholders  were  not  grossly  deceived,  and  whether 
there  was  not  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  an  intention  to  deceive. 
There  was  evidence  given   of  other  overt  acts,   such  as  the  issue  of 
circulars,  which  would  only  be  wrong  in  case  the  defendants  knew  the 
bank  to  be  insolvent  at  the  time  ;  but  there  was  also  evidence  of 
purchasing  the  bank  shares  with  the  bank's  money,  which  would  not  be 
justifiable  under  any  circumstances.     After  the  general  meeting  the 
bank  went  on  till  the  beginning  of  September,  1856,  when  tite  bank 
stopped.     It  was  then  found  that  there  was  a  deficit  of  220,562/.  17«.  lOc/.y 
which  must  fall  either  upon  the  shareholders  or  on  the  depositors.    The 
jury  would  now  say  whether  the  defendants  had  this  guilty  design  to 
deceive  the  shareholders.     If  the  defendants  knew  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  bank  they  ought  to  be  found  guilty  ;  but  if  any  of  them  did  not 
know  of  its  insolvent  state  the  jury  ought  to  acquit  them.     His  liordship 
then  proceeded  at  great  length  to  comment  upon  the  evidence,  as  it 
affected  the  several  defendants.     And  first,  with  respect  to  Cochran,  his 
Lordship  said  he  had  gone  abroad,  and  therefore  the  jury  might  dismiss 
him  from  their  consideration.     His  Lordship  said  he  would  consider  the 
cases  of  the  defendants  in  a  different  order  from  that  adopted  by  the 
learned   counsel  (Mr.   Atherton),  but  without  saying  the  principle  on 
which  he  arranged  them.     He  would  take  them  in  this  order — Stapleton, 
Owen,  Mac'leod,  Kennedy,  Esdaile,  Brown,  and  Cameron.     With  respect 
to  Stapleton,  his  Lordship  thought  no  blame  could  attach  to  the  prose- 
cution for  including  him  with  the  other  defendants,  because  it  was  most 
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proper  that  the  conduct  of  the  whole  of  them  should  he  examined  ;  nor 
could  he  impute  any  hlame  to  the  prosecution  for  taking  the  opinion  of 
the  jury  upon  Mr.  Staple  ton's  case  ;  "although,"  said  his  Lordship,  "I 
must  confess  that  I  rather  expected  after  the  evidence  had  heen  closed 
that  there  might  have  heen  an  intimation  that,  so  far  as  Mr.  Stapleton 
was  concerned,  no  sufficient  case  to  be  presented  to  the  jury  had  been 
established."  But  it  was  not  for  him  to  interpose,  and  as  there  was 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  they  must  decide  whether  Stapleton  was 
guilty  or  not.  His  Lordship  then  reminded  the  jury  that  Stapleton  did 
not  join  the  bank  till  the  31st  of  July,  1855,  and  that  he  took  no  active 
part  in  it  till  his  return  from  Scotland  on  the  16th  of  October.  His 
Lordship  reminded  thejury  that  Stapleton  did  not  join  the  bank  with  a  view 
to  profit]  but  because  being  a  barrister,  and  not  meeting  with  great  success, 
for  **  the  race  is  not  always  to  the  swift,  nor  the  battle  to  the  strong/'  he 
wished  to  be  employed.  He  was  recommended  to  the  bank  as  a  flourish- 
ing and  respectable  establishment ;  and  it  was  admitted  by  Sir  F. 
Thesiger  (now  Lord  Chancellor)  that  when  he  entered  it  he  was  in  utter 
ifi^norance  of  the  state  of  its  aiTairs.  He  held  twenty  shares,  which  he 
had  not  tried  to  dispose  of,  and  the  only  benefit  he  derived  from 
the  bank  was  the  dividend  upon  his  shares.  It  was  he  (Stapleton)  who 
moved  for  the  appointment  of  a  committee  on  the  convertible  securities ; 
and  though  he  had  thus  become  acquainted  with  Brown's  debt  it  was  not 
to  be  inferred  that  he  really  knew  the  bank  to  be  insolvent.  The  jury 
would  form  their  own  opinion,  but  he  (Lord  Campbell)  saw  nothing  down 
to  the  Ist  of  February,  1856,  to  show  that  Stapleton  was  aware  of  the 
insolvency  of  the  bank.  It  appeared  also  that  so  late  as  August,  1856, 
only  a  few  days  before  the  bank  stopped  payment,  he  wrote  a  letter  to 
his  friend  Mr.  Alexander  Matheson,  in  which  he  stated  that,  although 
there  was  a  run  upon  the  bank,  he  believed  that  if  some  gentlemen  of 
known  wealth  would  join  them  the  public  confidence  would  be  restored, 
and  he  asked  Mr.  Matheson  whether,  if  he  should  be  satisfied  that  the 
bank  was  solvent,  he  would  join  the  board.  His  Lordship  here  read 
over  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Paddison  and  the  other  witnesses,  who 
stated  that  they  had  never  seen  anything  in  the  conduct  of  Stapleton  that 
was  inconsistent  with  the  highest  honour  and  integrity,  and  added,  that 
if  the  jury  took  the  same  view  of  Stapleton's  case  that  he  did,  he 
(Stapleton)  would  leave  the  court  without  a  stain  upon  his  character,  and 
if  he  should  at  any  time  return  to  his  profession  of  a  barrister,  his  Lordship 
siud  he  should  be  glad  to  see  him  practising  in  any  court  over  which  he  pre- 
sided. The  next  name  was  Macleod,  and,  although  there  was  more  evidence 
against  him,  there  was  no  positive  proof.  He  was  not  a  speculator,  nor  had 
he  obtained  advances  from  the  bank.  He  purchased  a  large  number  of 
shares  and  invested  in  them  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  and,  instead  of  specu- 
lating with  them,  he  made  them  the  subject  of  his  marriage  settlement* 
He  certainly  was  a  director  from  1853  down  to  the  stoppage  ;  and  if  he 
had  gone  through  the  same  laborious  investigation  of  the  books  which 
had  occupied  the  court  so  many  days,  he  might  have  acquired  a  know- 
ledge of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank.  His  Lordship  here  referred  to  the 
excellent  character  which  Macleod  had  received  £rom  the  witnesses, 
particularly  from  Mr.  Bullen,  the  eminent  special  pleader,  whose  pupil 
Macleod  had  been.  His  Lordship  thought  a  more  serious  case  was 
made  against  Owen,  who  had  been  much  longer  a  director  :  but  he  had 
invested  all  his  savings  in  the  bank  and  had  not  derived  any  benefit 
from  it«  An  excellent  character  had  also  heen  given  to  Owen,  and  his 
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Lordship  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether,  under  these  circumstances^ 
they  ought  to  find  him  guilty.  Uis  Lonlship  then  referred  to  the 
evidence  as  it  affected  Kennedy  with  great  minuteness,  and  particulariy 
referred  to  the  letter  addressed  to  him  hy  Cameron  on  the  15th  of  May, 
1855,  as  showing  that  even  at  that  time  he  must  have  had  a  strong 
suspicion  as  to  the  insolvency  of  the  bank.     The  letter  ran  thus  : — 

I  caimot  but  consider  the  retirement  of  Mr.  Spens  as  something  serious, 
and  requiring  a  serious  coarse  on  our  part.  It  occurs  at  a  most  unfortunate 
time,  and  interrupts  the  progress  I  hoped  I  was  making  towards  strengthening 
the  board.  No  one  is  more  deeply  interested  than  yourself  (Cameron),  and  I 
wish  to  press  this,  your  personal  interest,  upon  you  very  emphatically,  and  to 
beg  you  not  to  aUow  yourself  to  be  misled  by  fiilse  hope,  or  deceived  by  your 
own  wishes,  and  to  give  me  your  professional  assistance,  taking  Crawford  and 
Duncan  into  council,  and,  as  a  result,  weighing  the  *^  pro "  and  "  con  "  very 
carefully,  to  report  on  the  following  tcnrms : — 

1.  How  far  are  we  really  compromised  by  the  various  untoward  occur* 
rences  which  have  befallen  the  bank,  the  iron  works,  Gwynne,  McGregor, 
Mullins,  Oliver,  &c.     , 

2.  The  real  bond  fide  commercial  or  legal  deficit  by  bad  debts  and  losses 
generally,  and  our  personal  liability  to  our  shareholders,  through  your  last 
report,  as  contrasted  with  the  necessity  we  lay  under  to  communicate  such  a 
deficit  to  them  when  it  attained  to  twenty-five  per  cent,  of  the  capital. 

3.  What  are  your  prospects  of  business  to  relieve  past  disasters  ? 

Do  they  justify  going  on,  even  supposing  the  charter  would  warrant  our 
doinff  so,  for,  as  respects  an  appeal  to  our  shareholders,  to  state  losses,  and 
obtam  their  acquiescence  to  relmquish  dividend,  and  whip  up  to  restore  lost 
capital,  I  should  pronounce  it  at  once  as  simply  puerile,  and  the  most  certain 
and  ignoble  course  of  official  suicide. 

If  four  good  men  were  to  join  the  board,  and  the  public  would  subscribe 
2,000  more  shares,  I  should  have  no  fear  for  the  future ;  but  this  does  not 
appear  likely. 

Could  the  jury  doubt  that  when  Kennedy  wrote  that  letter  he  must  have 
entertained  the  belief  that  if  the  true  state  of  affairs  were  known  it 
would  lead  to  the  stoppage  of  the  bank  ?  And  yet  after  writing  that 
letter  in  May,  1855,  he  concurred  in  the  report  and  balance-sheet 
presented  to  the  shareholders  on  the  1st  of  February,  1856.  His 
Lordship  also  referred  to  the  speech  made  by  Mr.  Kennedy  at  the 
meeting ;  and  to  the  discussion  which  had  taken  place  in  the  court  of 
directors,  in  1855,  on  the  subject  of  the  71st  clause  of  the  charter, 
which  required  the  directors  in  case  at  any  time  the  losses  should  exceed 
one-fourth  of  the  paid-up  capital  and  surplus  fund,  to  convene  a  meeting 
of  proprietors  to  dissolve  the  company.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  the 
fiict  that  he  had  derived  no  personal  benefit  from  the  bank,  and  had 
induced  his  family  to  become  shareholders  and  customers.  His 
Lordship  then  came  to  the  case  of  Esdaile,  the  governor  of  the  bank,  and 
observed  that  he  (Esdaile)  had  derived  no  benefit  from  the  bank,  and 
had  not  obtained  any  money  from  it ;  but  he  was  concerned  to  state  that 
out  of  his  own  mouth,  he  had  a  knowledge  of  the  true  state  of  its  affairs* 
His  Lordship  here  read  a  large  portion  of  the  deposition  made  by 
Esdaile  in  a  proceeding  which  had  been  instituted  in  Chancery  under 
the  Winding-up  Act,  in  which  that  defendant  had  stated  in  the  most 
explicit  manner  his  knowledge  of  the  varioas  debts  of  the  bank,  and 
which  left  no  doubt  that  he  must  have  known  that  it  was  in  an  insolvent 
state.     His  Lordship  also  read  the  letter  which  Esdaile  had  written  to 
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the  deputj-governor,  Owen,  on  the  15th  of  January,  1856,  in  these        Brg. 

terms  : —  ^  ^• 

Browk 

If  you  or  the  general  manager  cannot  satisfy  me  by  personal  assurances  from  ^^^ 

each  of  my  co-airectors  that  they  will  support  me  with  their  presence  and  Others. 

countenance  on  our  forthcoming  annual  meetmg,  I  sitall  abstain  trom  entering  TTT^ 

the  court-room  again;   and,  in  that  case,  you  wiU,  if  you  please,  officially         ^' 

place  the  accompanying  notice  of  my  resignation  in  the  hands  of  the  gener^  Conspiracy  by 

manager.^                ,      ,  ihedireoiors 

Our  highest  policy  is  to  present  a  solid  front  to  the  public ;  our  weakest  rf  a  joint 

conduct  18  to  dangle  a  rope  of  sand  before  them.  gtodk  bank. 

Believe  me,  &C., 

Edward  Esbailb. 

The  postscript  ran  thus : — 

We  want  courage  and  coolness,  and,  with  God^s  blessing,  our  difficulties  will 
be  surmounted. 

His  Lordship  then  proceeded  with  the  evidence  as  it  affected  Brown ;  and 
called  upon  the  jury  to  dismiss  from  their  minds  all  prejudice,  and  to 
consider  him  as  an  innocent  man  until  his  guilt  was  proved.  He  had 
borrowed  largely  from  the  bank,  and,  having  given  securities,  he  had  a 
strong  interest  in  keeping  up  the  bank  as  long  as  possible  ;  but  he  was 
afraid  that  destruction  would  come  down  upon  it  and  him,  if  strong 
measures  were  not  taken.  His  Lordship  here  read  a  long  letter  which 
Brown  had  written  on  the  subject  of  his  debt  to  the  bank,  in  which  he 
complained  of  the  course  the  directors  were  taking  to  realize  his 
securities,  particularly  referring  to  the  advances  made  on  the  Welsh 
works  and  other  bad  debts  which  the  bank  had  made.  His  Lordship 
also  referred  to  the  statement  made  by  Brown  in  the  court  of  directors 
in  the  year  1855,  when  he  said  that  one-fourth  of  the  paid-up  capital 
and  reserve  fund  being  lost,  it  was  their  duty  to  convene  a  meeting 
under  the  71st  clause  of  the  charter  to  dissolve  the  company,  and  that  if 
they  went  on  any  longer  they  would  do  so  on  their  own  personal 
responsibility.  His  Lordship  then  came  to  the  case  of  Cameron,  who, 
he  said,  had  borne  a  high  character,  but  it  appeared  he  was  a  sanguine 
man,  and  hoped  that  the  bank  would  become  a  valuable  establishment. 
It  would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether,  being  disappointed  in  that 
hope,  he  had  not  resorted  to  unworthy  means,  and  become  a  party  in 
a  scheme  for  deceiving  the  shareholders.  The  bank  commenced  with 
a  small  capital,  less  than  50,000/.,  and  it  soon  got  into  difficulties.  The 
jury  would  say  whether  it  was  not  contrived  that  there  should  be  a  series 
of  balance-sheets  to  deceive  the  public,  to  conceal  the  loss  which  had 
been  sustained,  to  make  it  appear  a  flourishing  concern,  and  to  draw  in 
purchasers  of  new  shares.  The  balance  sheet  and  report  were  prepared 
under  the  direction  of  Cameron,  and  the  jury  would  say  whether  the 
directors  and  Cameron  were  not  acquainted  with  the  real  state  of  the 
bank's  affairs.  It  would  be  for  them  to  say  whether  any  two  or  more  of 
the  defendants  were  guilty  ;  and  though  it  would  be  a  great  satisfaction 
to  him  if  they  could  say  they  were  not  guilty,  he  (Lord  Campbell)  was 
sure  they  would  not  shrink  from  their  duty,  but  would  give  a  verdict 
which  would  be  satisfactory  to  their  consciences  and  to  the, country. 
His  Lordship  concluded  by  advising  the  jury  to  retire. 

The  jury  then  retired  to  consider  their  verdict. 

The  foreman  said  the  jury  were  unanimoas  to  find  three  of  the 

2  G  2 
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Bro.        defendants  guilty^  eleven  of  the  jury  had  agreed  to  find  them  all 
Brows      g^'^^J^  ^^^  ^^  (^^6  foreman)  dissented  from  the  latter  verdict. 
AMD  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  said  the  verdict  of  the  jury  must  be 

^"'"*-      unanimous.     The  jury  must  retire  and  reconsider  their  verdict. 
1858.        ^^^  Lordship  then  observed  that  he  did  not  know  whether  a  noUe 
— ^        prosequi  could  be  entered  as  to  the  other  four  defendants? 
^A«rffr«?^ ^      J5r<?nn^dy  (for  Brown)  opposed  that,  and  said  it  could  not  be. 
o/ajoi^        Athertouy  Q.C.9  said  that  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  he  could 
ttoch  hank,    not  consent  to  that. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.^  said  he  did  not  know  that  that  course 
could  be  adopted,  and  directed  the  jury  to  withdraw  and  reconsider 
their  verdict* 

In  answer  to  a  question  from  a  juryman, 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  said^  that  before  convicting  any  one 
of  the  defendants,  the  jury  must  be  persuaded  that  he  was 
acquainted  with  the  insolvency  of  the  bank,  and  knew  that  the 
balance-sheet  was  not  a  true  representation  of  the  state  of  its 
affairs. 

The  jury  then  again  retired,  and  after  some  time  they  sent  for 
Kennedy's  letter  to  Cameron  of  the  15th  May,  1855.  The  letter 
was  sent  to  them  by  Lord  CampbelFs  directions ;  and  at  a  few 
minutes  past  eight  they  returned  into  court. 

The  foreman  then  said  that  they  found  all  the  defendants  Gmltv  ; 
but  strongly  recommended  four  of  them,  viz.,  Stapelton,  Kennedy, 
Owen,  and  Macleod,  to  the  mercy  of  the  court. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — Mr.  Atherton,  do  you  pray  judgment? 
I  am  prepared  to  deliver  judgment. 

Atkertoriy  Q.  C. —  As  your  Lordship  is  prepared,  I  pray 
judgment. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  shall  first  pass  sentence  upon  yon,  Humphrey 
Brown,  Edward  Esdaile,  and  Hugh  Innes  Cameron.  After  a  long  and, 
I  hope,  impartial  trial,  you  have  been  convicted  by  a  jury  of  your  country, 
upon  the  clearest  evidence  of  an  infamous  crime.  You  were  charged  with 
conspiring  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  shareholders  of  the  bank  to  which 
you  belonged  by  false  representations,  and  it  is  clear  that  you  did  so.  I 
acquit  you  of  having  originated  this  bank  with  the  fraudulent  intent  to 
cheat  the  public  ;  but  it  is  now  demonstrated  that  for  years  you  have 
carried  on  a  system  of  deliberate  fraud,  and  fabricated  documents,  for 
the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  public,  for  your  own  direct,  or  indirect, 
benefit.  It  would  be  a  disgrace  to  the  law  of  any  country  if  this  were 
not  a  crime  to  be  punished.  It  is  not  a  mere  breach  of  contract  with 
the  shareholders  or  customers  of  the  bank  ;  but  it  is  a  criminal  conspiracy 
to  do  what  inevitably  leads  to  great  public  mischief  in  the  ruin  of 
families,  and  reducing  the  widow  and  orphan  from  affluence  to 
destitution.  I  regret  to  say  that  in  mitigation  of  your  ofience  it  was  said 
that  it  was  a  common  practice.  Unfortunately,  a  laxity  has  been  intro- 
duced into  certain  commercial  dealings,  not  from  any  defect  in  the  law, 
but  from  the  law  not  being  put  in  force  ;  and  practices  have  been  adopted, 
without  bringing  a  consciousness  of  shame,  and  I  fear  without  much  loss 
of  character  among  those  with  whom  tliey  associate.  It  was  time  a 
stop  should  be  put  to  such  a  system,  and  this  information  was  properly 
filed  by  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  and  the  jury  have  proi>erly 
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found  you  guilty.     I  hope  it  will  now  be  known  that  such  practices  are        ^^^' 
illegal,  and  will  not  only  give  rise  to  punishment,  but  that  no  length  of       brown 
investigation,  no  intricacies  of  accounts,  and  no  devices  will  be  able  to         ^^^id 
shield  such  practices.     On  account  of  this  being  the  first  prosecution  of      Othbbs. 

this  nature,  I  pronounce  a  milder  sentence  than  I  otherwise  should  ;  but        

the  mildest  sentence  that  I  can  pronounce  upon  you,  Humphrey  Brown, 

Edward  Esdaile,  and  Hugh  Innes  Cameron,  is  that  you  be  imprisoned  in  Cotupiractf  by 

the  Queen's  Prison  for  one  year.  the  du-ectun 

Richard  Hartley  Kennedy,  the  jury  have  recommended  you  to  mercy,  qfajoha 
and  I  thinic  there  are  {^rounds  which  justified  them  in  coming  to  that  *<«:*6a«*. 
conclusion  ;  but  still  there  is  strong  evidence  against  you.  That  paper 
for  which  the  jury  sent  shows  that,  though  you  were  a  respectable 
member  of  society,  and  filled  creditably  the  office  of  sheriff,  you  lent 
yourself  to  this  deception.  You  did  not  derive  any  personal  advantage 
from  it,  but  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  when  you  joined  in  that  last  report 
you  were  fully  aware  that  the  bank  was  insolvent,  and  you  knew  it  to  be 
false.  The  lightest  sentence  I  can  give  you  is  nine  months  imprisonment 
in  the  Queen's  Prison. 

William  Daniel  Owen,  the  jury  have  found  that  you  also  had  a  guilty 
knowledge  of  the  insolvency  of  the  bank  when  you  concurred  in  that 
report  and  balance-sheet,  and  I  cannot  say  they  were  wrong,  for  you  had 
long  been  a  director,  and  had  ample  means  of  infoimation,  and  several 
papers  read  show  that.  Therefore,  though  I  think  you  are  less  guilty, 
you  must  be  imprisoned  for  six  months. 

Henry  Dunning  Macleod,  the  jury,  who  are  the  proper  judges  of  the 
fact,  have  found  you  also  guilty.  The  sentence  upon  you  is  that  you  be 
imprisoned  for  three  months. 

John  Stapleton,  the  jury  have  found  you  guilty  ;  but  I  cannot  con- 
scientiously order  you  to  do  more  than  pay  a  fine  of  U.  to  Her  Mtgesty, 
and  be  discharged. 
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COTJET  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

January  23  arid  February  1^  1858. 

(Before  all  the  Judges^  except  Bbamwell,  B.) 

Reg.  v.  Aaron  Mellob.  (a) 

Mistrial — One  juryman  answering  and  being  sworn  in  the  name  of 
another — Error-^Jurisdiction  of  this  Court — Discovery  of  mistake 
after  conclusion  of  trial. 

Upon  a  trial  for  murder^  one  juryman  answered  and  was  sworn  and 
served  in  the  name  oj  another  juryman.  The  prisoner  was  convicted 
and  sentenced  On  the  following  day  the  mistake  tvas  discovered; 
and  a  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Two  questions  were  raised :  firsty  whetlier  there  had  been  a  mistrial; 
second^  wheilter  this  court  had  jurisdiction  to  decide  that  point. 

Held^  by  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  CJockburn,  C.J.,  Colbridgb  and 
WiGHTMAN,  JJ.,  Mabtin  and  Watson,  BB.,  that  there  had  been  a 
mistrial^  and  that  this  court  had  jurisdiction  to  order  t/iat  the  prisoner 
should  be  tried  again. 

By  Eble,  Crompton,  Cbowder,  Willes,  and  Btles»  JJ.,  and 
Ghannell,  B.,  th€U  there  had  been  no  mistrial;  and  by  Pollock,  C.B. 
and  Williams,  J.,  that  if  there  had  been  a  mistrial,  this  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  order  a  second  trial. 

Heldf  also,  by  Eble  and  Cromfton,  JJ.,  and  Ghannell,  B.,  theU  this 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  ;  and  Gbowdeb,  Willes  and  Btles,  JJ., 
were  also  inclined  to  the  same  opinion. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  by  Wightman,  J. : 
At  the  last  winter  gaol  delivery  at  Liverpool,  Aaron  Mellor 
was  convicted  of  murder,  and  sentenced  to  death,  but 
execution  has  been  respited  until  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  is  taken  as  to  the  effect  of  a  mistake  which 
occurred  upon  the  trials  but  which  was  not  discovered  until  the 
day  after. 

The  panel  of  petit  jurors  returned  by  the  sheriff,  contained  the 
names  of  two  persons,  Joseph  Henry  Thorne  and  William  Thorn- 
ley.  The  name  of  Joseph  Henry  Thome  was  called  from  the 
Sanel  as  one  of  the  jury  to  try  the  case  of  Aaron  Mellor^  and 
oseph  Henry  Thorne^  as  was  supposed^  went  into  the  box  and 
was  duly  sworn  as  Joseph  Henry  Thorne^  without  challenge  or 
objection. 

(a)  Beported  bj  A.  Bittlbstov,  Eeq,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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It  was,  however,  discoyered  the  next  day,  and  after  the  prisoner        *'*®* 
had   been  conyicted,   that   William    Tbornley    had   by   mistake     Mkllob. 

answered  to  the  name  of  Joseph    Henry  Thome  when   called,       

and  had  gone  into  the  box  and  been  sworn   as  Joseph  Henry        ]^^ 
Thorne,  the  prisoner  having  been  offered  his  challenge  when  the    MiMtrial— 
person  called  Joseph  Henry  Thorne,  but  who  was  really  William    Onejmynum 
Thornley,  came  to  the  book  to  be  sworn.  serving  in  the 

The  mistake  appeared  to  me  important,  as  the  prisoner  might     <XM«f^ 
have  had  very  substantial  ground  of  challenge  of  William  Thorn-  Power  <^  Court 
ley  though  none  of  Joseph  Henry  Thorne,  wnose  persons  he  might  ^^^%J^!!l- 
not  know ;  and  such  mistake,  whether  wilful  or  accidental,  would    ^^  friaL 
virtually  render  the  right  of  challenge  nugatory. 

A  case  is  reported  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Hill  v.  Yates  (12 
East,  231),  and  is  called  the  Case  of  a  Juryman,  in  which  it  is  said 
to  have  been  held,  in  1783,  by  all  the  judges  that  such  a  mistake 
as  that  in  question  is  not  objectionable,  as  a  mistrial  or  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  or  upon  writ  of  error,  but  is  ground  of  challenge 
only.  As,  however,  the  objection  is  that  by  the  mistake  the  prisoner's 
right  of  challenge  may  be  rendered  nugatory,  I  did  not  feel 
perfectly  satisfied  witli  that  decision,  and  have  reserved  the  point  for 
the  consideration  of  the  court,  and  have  respited  the  execution  of 
the  sentence  upon  the  prisoner  until  the  court  has  given  judgment. 

Saturday^  Jamiary  23. 
Femleyj  for  the  prisoner. — The  only  criminal  cases  in  which 
a  similar  question  has  arisen,  are  the  Case  of  a  Juryman  cited 
inHiUv.  Fa/is9(12East,229),andjR.y.  Tremeame{5'Q.kC.25A)i 
and  they  afford  no  authority  for  supporting  the  conviction  in  this 
case.  The  very  form  in  which  the  challenge  of  the  jury  is  offered 
to  the  prisoner,  shows  that  the  personal  appearance  of  the  man 
called  is  essential  to  the  valid  constitution  of  the  tribunal.  (He 
referred  to  Archb.  Crim.  PL  &  Evi.  137  ;  2  Hale's  P.  C.  271 ;  13 
Sta.  TrL  311.)  In  the  early  cases  a  mere  misnomer  of  a  juryman 
was  considered  enough  to  constitute  a  mistrial  (Moor  v.  Vaughan^ 
Cro.  Eliz.  430 ;  Hasset  v.  Payne,  Cro.  Eliz.  256) ;  but  in  Wray  v. 
Thorn  (Willes,  488),  the  distinction  is  drawn  between  a  case  of 
misnomer  merely  and  a  case  of  personation ;  and  in  Norman  v. 
Beaumont  (Willes,  484 ;  Barnes,  453),  where  a  person  not  sum- 
moned answered  and  served  as  a  juryman  in  the  name  of  one  who 
was  on  the  panel,  the  verdict  was  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
trial. (He  also  cited  Russell  v.  Ball,  Barnes,  455 ;  Parker  v. 
Thornton,  2  Stra.  1410.)  Hill  v.  Yates  (12  East,  229),  is  at 
variance  with  Norman  v.  Beaumont;  but  it  rests  upon  the  supposed 
authority  of  the  Case  of  a  Juryman  mentioned  in  the  note  at  p.  231; 
and  that  case  does  not  support  the  decision,  being  a  case  of  misnomer 
only,  and  not  a  case  of  personation.  Nor  has  it  met  with  complete 
approbation  since :  {Dovey  v.  Hohson,  6  Taunt.  460;  R.  v.  TVe- 
meamej  5  B.  &  C.  254;  R.  v.  Metcalfe,  3  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  220.) 
The  substantial  objection  in  this  case  is,  that,  practically,  the 
prisoner  is  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  challenging  one  of  the 
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Bbo.        persons  who  tried  him.      He  cannot  be  suppoBed  to  know  the 

Mei*lob.      P^^'sons  of  all  the  jurymen  on  the  panel ;  and  his  mind  was  never 

.J_        directed  to  the  person  who  tried  him,  and  whom  he  may  have 

18S8.        known  by  name  to  be  hostile  to  him. 

Misfy^—         SawleTy  for  the  prosecution. — The  old  forms  of  proceeding  with 

Onejuryman   respect  to  the  challenge  of  jurors  import  that  the  material  thing  was, 

teremg  in  the  that  the  accused  should  have  full  opportunity  of  seeing  each  jury- 

a^he^     man  as  he  came  up  to  the  book  to  be  sworn,  a  large  Bible  being 

Pot0ero/6*o«ri  usually   placed   in   the    centre  of  the  court  for  that  purpose: 

qfCHminal    (^Talfourd's  Dlckcuson,  499;  Tomlin's  Diet.  ^^  Jury.")   No  doubt  it 

^tf^  frfof^  is  important  that  the  jurymen  should  be  called  and  sworn  by  their 

right  names ;  but  it  is  admitted  that  a  mere  misnomer  of  a  juror 

is  no  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict;  and  HiU  v. 

YaieSj  applies  the  same  rule  to  a  case  of  personation.     Indeed,  the 

very  same  grievance  to  the  prisoner  might  as  probably  arise  in  one 

case  as  the  other.     [Lord  Camfbkll,  C.  J. — There  is  a  further 

question,  whether  this  is  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 

court.]     It  is  certainly  very  doubtful  whether  this  was  a  question 

of  law  arising  at  the  trial. 

Femley,  in  reply. — As  much  so  as  a  question  raised  by  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment ;  and  questions  so  raised  are  entertained  by 
this  court.  As  to  the  mistrial,  he  referred  to  Muirhead  v.  Evans: 
(6  Exch.  447.)  Cur.  adv.  vulL 

JUDGMENT. 

Monday  J  February  1. 

In  consequence  of  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges, 
each  of  their  Lordships  delivered  a  separate  judgment. 

Lord  Campbell,       Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  under  the 
^•*^>  Stat.   11    &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  we  have  jurisdiction  to  consider  and  decide 

the  question  submitted  to  us  by  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  triaL 
Although  the  question  was  not  discussed,  the  facts  upon  which  it  arises 
had  occurred  during  the  trial,  and  the  judge,  while  still  acting  under 
the  commission,  respited  the  execution  of  the  sentence,  and  reserved  the 
question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court.  It  therefore  seems  to  me  to  he  *^  a 
question  of  law  which  arose  at  the  triaL"  The  salutary  operation  of  the 
statute  would  be  greatly  impaired  if  it  were  confined  to  questions  of  law 
which  had  been  openly  discussed  during  the  trial.  Since  the  statute 
passed,  judges  have  usefully  reserved  under  it  questions  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  evidence  which  had  not  been  discussed  during  the  trial ;  and  if 
the  question  might  have  been  discussed  before  the  sentence  was 
pronounced  I  think  that  the  judge,  acting  under  the  commission,  has 
authority  to  reserve  it  and  to  respite  the  execution  of  the  sentence.'  I 
would  further  observe  that  the  question  reserved  is  one  purely  of  law — 
wholly  irrespective  of  the  merits — being,  not  whether  the  verdict  waa 
right,  but  whether,  in  point  of  law,  the  tribunal  before  which  the  trial 
took  place  was  duly  constituted.  After  deep  and  anxious  deliberation  I 
feel  bound  to  say  that  in  my  opinion  there  has  been  a  mistrial,  and  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  venire  de  novo,  "By  the  law  of  England,  on  a  trial 
for  felony,  there  is  allowed  to  the  prisoner  not  only  a  challenge  for  cause 
to  any  juror  who  may  be  called  upon  his  trial  on  the  ground  of  disquali- 
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ficatioD  or  partiality,  to  be  established  by  evidence,  but,  says  Blackstone,         B^o. 
"an  arbitrary  and  capricious  species  of  challenge  to  a  certain  number  of     ^  ^' 

jurors  without  showing  any  cause  at  all,  which  is  called  a  peremptory         * 

challenge  ;  a  provision  full  of  that  tenderness  and  humanity  to  prisoners        1858. 

for    which  our    English  laws    are  justly  famous."      The    importance        ^ — 7- 

attached  to  this  privilege  is  illustrated  by  the  solemn  warning  which,    Q^^f'^~~ 

according  to     established    procedure,    the    clerk    of    assize   gives    to   servupmlike 

the  prisoners  when  the  jury  is  to  be  impanelled.       By  the  rules  of  law       name  of 

respecting  the  officer  by  whom  the  jury  shall  be  returned  and  the  quali-     wnotktft^ 

fication  of  jurors,  the  utmost  anxiety  is  shown  that  juries  should  be  ''**'57»,^£^ 

properly  constituted,  and  it  has  been  by  a  strict  attention  to  the  spirit  ^j^/  ^  ^^,.^ 

of  these  regulations  that  trial  by  jury  in  England  has  continued  to  be  '  an/ewwCd, 

held  in  reverence  by  the  people.      But  this  prisoner,  Aaron  Mellor,  has 

been  tried  and  found  guilty  by  a  juror,  William  Thomley,  to  whom  he 

had  no  just  opportunity  of  offering  a  challenge,  either  peremptory  or  for 

cause.      The  clerk  of  assize  said  to  the  prisoner  : — '*  These  good  men 

who  have  been  called  are  to  pass  between  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen 

and  you  on  your  trial ;  therefore,  if  you  would  challenge  them  or  any  of 

them,  you  must  challenge  them  as  they  come  to  the  book  to  be  sworn, 

and  before  they  are  sworn,  and  you  will  be  heard."     William  Thornley 

had  not  been  called,  and  never  was  called  on  this  trial ;  yet  he  was 

sworn,  and  he  served  upon  the  jury,  he  having  come  to  the  book  to  be 

sworn  when  the  name   of  Joseph    Henry  Thorne  was  called.      The 

prisoner  had  good  reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  truly  Joseph  Henry 

Thorne  who  then  appeared.      Although  the  prisoner  is  desired  to  look 

upon  the  jurors,  the  law  cannot  presume  so  unreasonably  (and  which  in  a  Lord  GMopbell, 

great  m^ority  of  cases  would  be  contrary  to  the  fact)  as  that  the  prisoner  ^*  *^* 

shall  know  the  face  of  every  juryman  returned  upon  the  paneL      But 

without  knowing  the  face  either  of  Joseph  Henry  Thome  or  of  William 

Thomley,  this  prisoner  might  have  had  reason  to  believe  that  Joseph 

Henry  Thome  was  impartial  and  that  William  Thomley  had  a  spite 

against  him.      When  William  Thomley  appeared,  the  name  of  Joseph 

Henry  Thome  had  been  called  and  William  Thomley  was  allowed  to  be 

sworn  and  to  serve.     But  if  his  true  name  of  William  Thornley  had  been 

called  the  prisoner  might  have  challenged  him  either  peremptorily  or  for 

cause.     There  having  been  no  proper  opportunity  to  challenge  William 

Thomley,  he  had  no  right  to  serve  as  a  juror  on  the  trial  of  this  prisoner, 

more  than  any  stranger  who  might  have  got  into  the  jury-box  after  the 

jury  was  sworn.      In  the  jury-box  there  never  were  more  than  eleven 

jurymen  whom  the  law  could  recognize.    The  objection  is  in  no  degree 

weakened  by  the  fact  that  William  Thornley's  name  was  upon  the  panel, 

as  he  wa?  not  called  on  the  trial  of  Aaron  Mellor.      But  it  is  most 

material  to  bear  in  mind  that  this  is  not  a  case  of  mere  misnomer,  where 

there  being  some  mbtake  upon  the  panel  in  the  name  of  a  juryman 

regularly  summoned  and  swom,  it  may  still  be  truly  said,  *'  constat  de 

personal  Joseph  Henry  Thorne,  whose  name  was  called  and  who  did  not 

appear,  was  an  existing  person  and  a  different  person  from  William 

Thornley,  who  did  appear,  who  was  sworn,  and  who  served.     Upon 

principle,  therefore,  there  seems  to  me  to  have  been  a  mistrial,  as  much  as 

if  all  the  twelve  jurors  who  served  had  been  different  persons  and  had 

different  names  from  the  jurors  called  by  the  clerk  of  assize,  in  which  case 

the  prisoner  would  have  been  entirely  deprived  of  his  right  of  challenge.   I 

presume  that  to  constitute  a  valid  trial  it  is  quite  as  essential  that  the  jury 
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^^^'         should  be  clothed  with  legal  authority  as  the  judge.     But  if  it  should  be 
Mbllor.      discovered  in  a  capital  case  (after  sentence  of  death  had  been  passed) 

that  bj  some  mistake  the  name  of  the  judge  who  presided  had  not  been 

1858.         inserted  in  the  commission,  would   not  this  be  a  mistrial,  without  any 
: — 7         proof  that  the  prisoner  had  been  prejudiced  by  the  mistake  ?      To  guard 
Mutrial—     against  such  a  mistake  the  commission  is  always  read  in  open  court  at 
servmgmthe   ^^®  commencement  of  the  assizes  ;  and  I  have  heard  of  a  judge  who  was 
name  of      SO  scrupulous  that  he  would  always  verify  the  fact  by  ocular  inspcctioD 
another—      that  his  name  was  in  the  commission,  from  an  apprehension  of  the 
P(tw^  o/ cWi  ^j^ljjg  responsibility  he  would  incur  if  his  name  should  have  been 
A^(d^order.  Omitted.      When  the  authorities  on  this  question  are  examined  they 
a  new  trial     appear  to  me  strongly  to  support  the  position  that  in  this  case  there  has 
been  a  mistriaL     They  make  the  distinction  between  the  mere  misnomer 
of  a  juryman  regularly  summoned,  and  the  case  of  there  being  in  existence 
two  different  persons,  and  one  of  them  appearing  and  serving  instead  of 
the  other,  who  ought  to  have  appeared  and  served.     With  the  excep- 
tion of  Hill  V.   Yates  ( 1 2  East,  229),  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision 
even  in  a  civil  case,  that  if  a  person  improperly  answers^  and  is  sworn 
and  serves  as  a  juryman,  instead  of  another,  this  is  not  a  mistriaL      It 
was  held  in  Fermor  v.  Dorrington  (Cro.  Eliz.  222),  and  in  Hctuet  v. 
Payne  (Cro.  Eliz.  256),  that  where  one  person  was  named  in  the  panel 
and  another  in  the  distringas^  and  the  latter  served  on  the  jury,  it  was  a 
mistrial.       And  the  authority  of  these    cases  is  fully    recognized  by 
Bayley,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Tremeame:  (5  Barn.  &  Cr.  257.)     To  remedy 
the  strictness  that   had   once  prevailed,  which    was  extended  even  to 
Lord  Campbell,  misnomer,  stat.  21   Jac.  1,  c.  13,  was  passed,  by  which  it  was  enacted 
C.  J*  « that  no  judgment  shall  be  stayed  or  arrested  after  a  verdict  because 

any  of  the  jury  who  tried  the  issue  is  misnamed,  either  in  the  surname 
or  addition,  in  any  jury  process,  or  in  any  return  thereupon,  so  as  upon 
examination  it  appear  to  be  the  same  person  who  was  meant  to  be 
returned,"  identity  of  person  being  carefully  made  a  condition.  After  the 
statute  occurred  the  case  of  Roe  and  Bond  v.  Devys  (Cro.  Car.  563 ;  Sir  W. 
Jones,  448  ;  Danvers,  330),  of  which  we  have  this  accurate  abstract  from 
Willes,  C.  J.,  ( Willes,  493)  : — "  In  the  return  to  the  venire  a  juryman  was 
named  Samuel,  and  so  in  the  distringas,  but  in  the  panel  annexed  he  was 
called  Daniel,  and  sworn  by  that  name,  as  appears  by  the  record,  and  gave 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  though  this  was  not  within  21  Jac  1,  yet  it 
appearing  upon  the  examination  of  the  juror  himself  that  he  was  the  person 
returned,  and  that  his  right  name  was  Samuel,  and  that  there  was  no  other 
person  of  that  name  in  the  parish,  and  by  the  examination  of  the  sheriff 
and  his  clerk  that  it  was  the  misprision  of  the  clerk,  who,  though  he  had 
the  distringas  before  him,  wrote  Daniel  for  Samuel  in  the  pand,  and  the 
juror  likewise  swearing  that  there  being  a  great  noise  in  the  court  when 
he  was  sworn  he  answered,  supposing  himself  to  be  called  by  his  right 
name  of  Samuel,  the  record  was  ordered  to  be  amended  and  the 
judgment  was  not  stayed."  So  cautious  was  the  court  to  ascertain  that 
there  were  not  two  persons,  one  of  whom  had  appeared  and  served 
instead  of  the  other.  But  the  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  Norman 
V.  Beaumont  (Willes,  484 ;  Barnes,  453),  in  which  Chief  Justice  Willes, 
and  his  brother  judges,  after  great  deliberation,  set  aside  a  verdict  for 
mistrial,  because  one  of  the  jurymen  was  not  returned  on  the  nisi  print 
panel,  but  answered  to  the  name  of  a  person  who  had  been  summoned. 
On  the  trial  Richard  Shepherd,  not  summoned,  answered  as  a  juryman 
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when  Richard  Geater,  who  was  upon  the  panel,  was  called.     Per  Willes,        ^'^' 
C.  J. : — "  A  challenge  to  a  juryman  supposes  him  capable  of  serving  on     mbllor. 

the  jury  if  the  objection  be  answered  ;  but  Richard  Shepherd  was  no        

juryman  at  all."    And  to  the  objection  that  it  did  not  appear  on  the        1858. 

recfflrdy  he  said  that  in  such  cases  where  the  objection  could  not  appear        : — 7 

on  the  record  the  fact  might   be  ascertained  by  extraneous  evidence.    yw*^"**^~ 

The  authority  of  this  decision  is  strengthened,  instead  of  being  shaken,   gervmgtntAe 

by  the  next  case  of  Wray  v.   Thorn  (Willes,  488),  where   the  court      name  of 

refused  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  because  one  of  the     anothei^— 

jurors  was  named  Henry  in  the  venire^  habeas  corpora^  and  postea^  his  P^>^9f  Cowi 

real  Christian  name  being  Harry.     In  a  most  elaborate  judgment  Willes,  j^Lo/  to  order 

C.J.,  gives  this  as  the  ratio  decidendi : — '*  It  appears  by  the  affidavit    a  new  trial 

which  makes  out  the  objection  that  the  juryman  who  was  sworn  on  the  jury 

and  tried  the  cause  was  the  person  who  was  summoned  and  returned  and 

intended  to  be  a  juror  in  the  cause,  which  is  the  very  reason  relied  on  in 

the  statute  21  Jac  1,  c.  13."    I  now  come  to  the  case  of  HiU  v.  Yates^ 

(12  East,  229),  where  a  father  being  summoned  and  returned  upon  the 

panel,  his  son,  who  was  not  summoned  or  returned,  answered  to  his  father's 

name  when  the  panel  was  called,  and,  having  served  as  one  of  the  jury 

on  the  trial,  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting 

aside  the  verdict  as  for  a  mistrial.  Supposing  this  case  to  have  been  well 

decided,  it  would  by  no  means  be  an  authority  to  support  this  conviction, 

there  being  a  manifest  and  important  difference  between  the  trial  of  a 

civil  action  and  a  criminal  trial,  in  which  there  is  a  right  of  peremptory 

challenge.     But  I  must  use  the  freedom  to  say  that  the  manner  in  which 

the  decision  was  pronounced  considerably  detracts  from  its  authority.  L^^  Campbell, 

Although  there  was  the  solemn  decision  of  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdic-  ^*  ^' 

tion  expressly  in  point  to  support  the  application,  a  rule  to  show  cause 

was  refused,  and  the  question  never  was  deliberately  argued.      '^  The 

court  recollecting  (it  is  said  in  the  report)  that  the  same  objection  had 

been  taken  and  overruled  since  the  case  in  WiUes,  though  the  name  of 

the  case  did  not  then  occur,  refused  to  entertain  the  motion."      The 

supposed  overruling  case  turned  out  to  be  "  The  Case  of  a  Juryman," 

to  be  found  in  the  MS.  book  of  Crown  cases  (6)  determined  formerly  in 

conference  by  the  judges,  now  in  my  custody  as  Chief  Justice  of  the 

Queen's  Bench,  and  it  is  accurately  printed  in  a  note,  12  East,  230. 

But  that  case,  when  examined,  instead   of  overturning   Norman   v. 

Beaumontj  will  be  found  perfectly  reconcileable  with  it,  being  founded 

on  the  distinction  between  misnomer  and  one  person  serving  as  a  jur3rman 

instead  of  another.      Robert  Curry,  the  juror  who  served,  had  been 

summoned  and  was  returned  by  the  sheriff  under  the  name  of  Joseph 

Curry,  and  there  was  no  Joseph  Curry  summoned  or  returned  on  the 

pane^  or  who  could  have  been  mistaken    by  the  prisoner  for  Robert 

Curry.    Mr.  Baron  Eyre,  who  had  presided  on  the  trial,  therefore  justly 

thought  and  said  that   <*  it  amounted  to   nothing  more  than  a  mere 

misnomer  in  the  panel  of  the  juryman  intended  to  be  returned,  and  who 

did  serve."     Accordingly,  upon  a  conference  of  the  judges,  they  were 

"  unanimously  of  opinion  that  this  was  no  ground  of  objection,  even  if  a 

writ  of  error  were  brought — ^much  less  on   a  summary  application." 

Thus,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Juryman's  Case,  proceeding  on  the  ground 

of  misnomer  of  the  right  person  who  was  called,  does  not  apply  to  the 

(5)  His  Lordship  observed  that  he  had  in  his  custody  six  TolnoDes  of  those  cases,  and  that 
it  would  be  found  very  convenient  if  he  were  at  liberty  to  hand  them  over  to  the  library  of 
one  of  the  Ions  of  Coort 


460  CRIMINAL  LAW  CASES. 

Rbo*         substitution  of  a  wrong    person  for   the  right  person,  and  cannot  be 
MsLLOB       considered  an  authority  to  support  the  present  conviction.     Lord  Ellen- 

*      borough  certainly  does  use  very  general  and  strong  language,  **  in  order 

1858.        (as  he  says)  to  put  at  rest  the  question  once  for  all,  that  applications  of 
' — 7         this  sort  might  not  be  made  again  and  again."     But  the  law  of  the  land 
MiMi'wl-^^    cannot  be  altered  in  this  summary  manner,  and  if  the  existing  exercise 
aerJngin  the  ^^  ^^  right  of  challenge  really  leads  to  inconvenience,  it  can  only  be 
name  of      curtailed  by  the  Legislature.     The  cases  which  have  occurred  upon  thid 
another—-      subject  since  Hill  v.    YateSj  although  not  conclusive,  have,  I  think,  a 
^^^X^^^  tendency  to  support  the  principle  on  which  I  think  that  our  judgment 
Appeal  to  order  Ought  to  be  for  the  prisoner.     In  Dovey  v.  Hobson  (6  Taunt.  460),  a 
a  new  trioL    person  not  summoned  on  the  jury  having  been  sworn  on  a  jury  in  the 
name  of  a  person  for  whom  a  summons  to  serve  on  that  jury  was  delivered 
and  to  whose  house  he  had  succeeded,  the  court  held  it  a  mistrial,  and 
awarded  a  venire  de  novo.     There  the  objection  was  started  before  the 
verdict  was  delivered,  but  after  the  case  had  been  gone  through  without 
any  objection  being  taken  by  the  counsel  on  either  side  ;  and  Gibbs, 
C.J.,  said  : — **  We  think  that  the  eleven  jurymen  being  well  summoned 
and  a  twelfth  not  being  well  summoned,  and  a  verdict  taken  by  the 
twelve  and  the  objection  being  pointed  out  at  the  time,  the  court,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  discretion  to  grant  a  new  trial  or  not,  ought  to  set  aside 
this  verdict  and  to  grant  a  venire  de  novo"     If  this  had  been  merely  a 
case  of  misnomer,  instead  of  personation,  a  different  course  would  do 
doubt  have  been  adopted.     Bex  v.  Tremeame  (5  Bam.  &  Cr.  254),  was 
likewise  a  case  of  personation,  and  the  same  course  was  followed  as  in 
Lord  Campbell,  Dovey  v.  Hobson,  although  the  mistake  was  not  discovered  till  after 
^*  *^*  verdict.     On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  perjury  it  was  necessary  to 

swear  tcUesmen  from  the  common  jury  panel,  and  one  J.  Williams  being 
called,  his  son,  B.  H.  Williams  (at  the  request  of  his  father,  and  withoat 
collusion  with  the  prosecutor  or  defendant),  appeared  for  him,  and  was 
sworn  and  served  on  the  jury.  Held  that  there  was  a  mistrial,  and  a 
venire  de  novo  was  granted.  The  son  was  under  age,  and  was  not  qualified 
to  serve  on  the  jury,  and  no  doubt  considerable  weight  was  given  to 
these  circumstances  ;  but  the  circumstance  of  a  man,  on  trial  for  his  life^ 
being  deprived  of  his  right  of  challenge  is  surely  as  strong  ;  and  there 
Lord  Tenterden  points  out  emphatically  that  the  court  would  not  be 
justified  in  allowing  a  verdict  which  they  disapprove  of  to  stand,  fixan 
the  apprehension  of  mischief  which  may  hereafter  arise.  The  most 
recent  case  referred  to  is  Reg.  v.  Metcalfe  (3  Cox's  Crim.  Cas.  220)^ 
where  on  a  trial  for  felony  there  had  been  the  personation  of  a  juryman, 
discovered  after  verdict.  Maule,  J.,  would  not  pronounce  judgment  on 
the  prisoner  although  the  verdict  was  upon  clear  evidence  ;  but,  withoat 
expressing  any  positive  opinion  whether  there  had  been  a  mistrial,  he 
directed  the  prisoner  to  be  tried  on  another  indictment  for  another 
larceny,  on  which  he  was  regularly  convicted  and  sentenced.  The 
weight  of  authority,  therefore,  seems  to  me  considerably  to  preponderate 
in  favour  of  the  prisoner,  and  upon  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
conviction  is  wrong,  and  that  the  sentence  cannot  legally  be  carried  into 
execution.  It  has  been  suggested  that  we  ought  to  require  the  prisoner 
to  bring  a  writ  of  error,  which  might  be  carried  by  the  Grown  before  the 
House  of  Lords.  But,  if  we  have  jurisdiction  to  consider  the  question, 
surely  we  ought  finally  to  decide  it,  which  we  can  do  in  this  court  without 
being  perplexed  by  the  technicalities  by  wliich  a  writ  of  error  would  be 
surrounded.     The  fullest  powers  are  conferred  upon  us  by  the  statute 
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for  this  purpose,  and  the  simple  and  expedient  course  seems  to  be  at  once        Beg. 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  judgment,  and  to  order  that  the  prisoner  ^• 

may  be  tried  before  another  jury  properly  constituted.     The  prisoner        ' 

cannot  complain  of  this  proceeding,  nor  can  the  Crown.     We  have  heard       is5a. 
counsel  representing  the  Crown  in  support  of  the  conviction,  and  the         — ;- 
Crown  can   have  no  wish  except  that  justice   may    be    satisfactorily    >^*'?^'~ 
administered.      There  may  certainly  be  a  dread  that  frivolous  objections   ggrm^^i^t^ 
to  procedure  in  criminal  cases  may  be  encouraged  by  our  decision  ;  but       nameo/ 
it  is  no  frivolous  objection  that  the  prisoner  on  a  trial  for  murder  was,     another — 
without  any  fault  of  his  own,  deprived  of  his  right  to  challenge  one  xj^i  ^^owtrof  Cowrt 
the  jurymen  who  tried  him,  and  I  hope  the  judges  may  safely  rely  upon  ^^^/^onfor 
their  own  efforts,  and,  if  necessary,  upon  the  aid  of  the  Legislature,  to    ^  „^  ^i^ 
repress  mere  technicalities,  which  seek  to  screen  guilt  instead  of  protecting 
innocence.     What  '<  justice  requires,"  in  my  opinion,  is  that  we  order  an 
entry  to  be  made  on  the  record,  setting  forth  the  case  reserved  by  the 
judge,  and  the  proceedings  thereupon  in  this    courts  and  that  in  our 
judgment  the  party  convicted  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted,  and 
that  a  venire  de  novo  issue,  so  that  he  may  be  tried  for  the  offence  for 
which  he  stands  indicted  at  the  next  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  and  that  he  be  detained  in  custody  to  take  his  trial  accordingly. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — ^The  questions  that  arise  in  this  case  appear  to  me  to  Cockburn,  C.  J. 
be  involved  in  very  grave  and  serious  doubt.  1  doubt,  in  the  first  place, 
whether  we  have  jurisdiction  under  the  statute  to  enter  on  such  a  matter 
as  this  ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  whether,  if  we  have,  the  facts,  which  are 
stated  for  oar  consideration,  show  that  there  has  been  a  mistrial  in  the 
present  case.  But  upon  the  whole  I  am  led  to  concur  in  the  resolution 
to  which  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  has  arrived.  «  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  if  in  the  course  of  the  trial  the  fact,  which  afterwards  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  learned  judge,  had  come  to  his  knowledge  then,  namely, 
that  one  of  the  jury  had  answered  to  a  wrong  name,  and  had  been  sworn 
by  mistake,  it  being  supposed  that  he  was  another  man,  it  would  have  been 
a  case  in  which  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  discharge  the 
jury,  and  to  have  another  impanelled  ;  and  that,  con.9equently,  by  a  liberal 
construction  of  the  statute  which  gives  us  jurisdiction,  (and  I  think,  that 
looking  at  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  passed,  we  ought  to  give  it  a 
liberal  and  enlarged  construction),  this  question  may  be  considered  as 
within  our  cognizance.  As  regards  the  second  question,  namely,  whether 
there  has  been  a  mistrial,  I  own  that  it  is  not  without  considerable 
hesitation  and  reluctance  that  I  come  to  the  conclusion  in  the  affirmative  ; 
because,  in  this  case,  it  seems  to  be  admitted  that  no  practical  injustice 
of  any  sort  or  kind  has  been  done  to  the  prisoner ;  he  has  sustained  no 
wrong,  and  so  far  as  we  are  made  aware,  he  has  preferred  no  complaint, 
nor  is  it  alleged  on  his  behalf  that  he  has  been  in  any  way  prejudiced 
or  wronged  by  what  took  place  at  the  trial.  Nevertheless,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  a  prisoner  might  sustain  a  very  serious  prejudice  by  such  a 
mistake  as  the  present,  under  a  state  of  circumstances  by  no  means  incon- 
sistent with  probability,  and  which  may  very  readily  be  suggested  ;  for  it 
might  well  be  that  a  man  might  know  that  there  was  on  the  panel,  and 
snmmoni'd  to  serve  at  the  assizes,  one  man  who  was  his  foe,  and  another  man 
who  was  his  friend, — that  having  made  inquiries  with  respect  to  them,  he 
might  have  ascertained  that  one  man  entertained  the  strongest  opinion  of  his 
guilt,  while  the  other  entertained  a  favourable  opinion  of  his  innocence,  and 
that  he  might  therefore  have  the  strongest  reason  for  challenging  the  one 
man  and  not  the  other,  so  that  he  might  by  such  a  mistake  as  this  be,  as  I 
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RsG.        have  said,  most  serioasly  affected  in  the  result^  by  there  being  on  the  jury 

^*  who  tried  him,  a  man  to  whom  he  would  voluntarily  have  objected,  had  he 

J^^      known  that  he  would  be  called,  while  on  the  other  hand,  he  believed  he  was 

1858.        being  tried  by  a  man  he  believed  to  be  favourable  to  him.  Now,  that  which 

presses  strongly  on  my  mind  and  which  leads  me,  though  not  without 

Miatrial—'     great  doubt  and  hesitation,  to  a  conclusion  is  this,  that  for  such  a  case  I 
^^^V^I^T^   see  no  remedy.    It  may  be  said  indeed,  in  such  a  case,  that  application  may 
name  of      ^  made  to  the  Crown  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  prisoner  had  sustained 
another—     on  a  trial  such  a  prejudice  as  that,  with  the  view  that  by  making  that 
Potwr  ofCoufi  application  to  the  Crown  a  pardon  might  be  obtained.     There  again 
A%^*tooiier  ^^^  serious  inconveniences  appear  to  arise :  in  the  first  place,  a  guilty 
anewtriaf,    ^^^  might,  under    those   circumstances,  entirely  escape  with  perfect 
impunity,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  an  innocent  man  would  be  placed  at 
the  mercy  of  the  Crown,  or  of  those  who  happened  at  the  period  of  the 
application  to  be  its  advisers  ;  and  I  believe  that  so  far  as  the  constitution 
of  the  jury  is  concerned,  who  are  to  pass    between  the  Crown  and 
the  prisoner  upon  his  trial  perhaps,  as  in  this  case,  for  life  and  death, 
the  prisoner  ought  not  to  be  at  the  mercy  either  of  the  Crown  or  its 
advisers,  but  the  constitution  of  the  jury  should  be  such  as  he  by  law  has 
a  right  to  have  it.  Now  then,  seeing  no  remedy  in  a  case  where  there  would 
be  an  actual  wrong  or  prejudice  such  as  that  to  which  I  am  referring,  except 
by  holding  that  there  was  a  mistrial,  it  seems  to  me  it  is  impossible  to  make 
a  distinction  between  the  case  where  the  prejudice  to  a  prisoner  is  one 
that  exists  in  theory  and  the  case  where  it  exists  in  practice.      I  wish 
that  there  were  some  procedure  in  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law 
Gookborn,  G.  J.  whereby  Such  a  case  might  be  disposed  of  onits  intrinsic  merits,  whereby  the 
facts  might  be  ascertained  either  by  reference  to  the  judge  who  presided 
at  the  trial,  or  by  reference  to  this  court,  if  it  were  necessary,  whereby  the 
fact  might  be  ascertained  whether  in  reality  the  prisoner  had  sustained 
prejudice  or  not.     But  at  present  no  such  course  that  I  am  aware  of 
presents  itself,  and  the  only  mode  in  which  such  a  practical  grievance 
and  wrong  as  that  to  which  I  am  now  referring  can  be  redressed,  is  by 
holding  this  matter  with  reference  to  the  constitution  of  the  jury  to  be 
stricHssimi  juriSj  and  that  as  the  law  has  given  the  prisoner  a  peremptory 
right  of  challenge  against  any  man  to  whom  he  may  entertain  even  the 
most  imaginary  objection  which  could  or  might  be  taken,  that  he  should 
not  be  prejudiced  by  having  to  try  him,  a  man  to  whom  he  would 
have  objected  if  he  had  known  he  was  summoned  ;  under  all  these 
circumstances,  though  I    regret,  that    in   a  case  where    no  practical 
wrong  or  prejudice  is  alleged  to  have  existed,  we  should  defeat  justice 
by  a  technicality  of  this   sort  being  held  to   amount  to  a  mistrial,  I 
do  not  see  my  way  to  an  opposite  conclusion,  and  I  think  that  at  all 
events  tn  favorem  vita  looking  at  the  serious  consequences  that  might 
ensue  to  the  prisoner  if  the  contrary  was  the  case,  the  wisest  course  is 
to  hold  that  there  has  been  a  mistrial,  and  that  there  should  be  a  venire 
de  novo. 
Pollock,  C.  B.       Pollock,  C.  B. — In  this  case  it  appears  that  after  the  trial  was  over, 
and  after  sentence  had  been  pronounced  on  the  prisoner,  it  was  stated  on 
the  following  day  to  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  that  one  of  the 
jurors  returned  on  the  panel  had  answered  to  a  wrong  name,  and  had 
been  sworn  without  having  been  called.    No  inquiry  seems  to  have  taken 
place  on  oath,  the  matter  has  been  assumed  to  be  true  on  the  statement 
of  the  ofiicer  of  the  court,  and  neither  the  judge  who  presided  at  the 
trial   nor  this  court  has  any  judicial  knowledge  of  the  facts  which 
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gave  rise  to  the  objection,  if  objection  it  be.    Now  apart  from  the        j^i^^^ 
statute,  which  creates  this  tribunal,  namely,  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  the  v. 

objection,  if  anj,  could  not  have  been  taken  except  on  a  writ  of  error,  Mbllob. 
and  the  error,  if  error  it  be,  is  error  in  fact  and  not  error  in  hiw.  In  mj 
judgment  the  statute  was  clearly  not  intended  to  supersede  the  court  of 
error  and  to  confer  upon  this  court  all  its  functions.  This  is  perfectly  Mittrial— 
dear  by  the  5th  section  of  the  act,  which  provides  for  a  case  before  a  Onsjwyman 
court  of  error  and  gives  to  the  court  of  error  a  power  that  it  did  not  '•"^^  •*•*** 
possess  before.  And  in  one  case,  which  for  another  purpose  I  shall  ^'aeX^ 
presently  have  to  allude  to,  it  was  expressly  held  that  this  court  ought  Power  of  Court 
not  to  interfere  upon  a  demurrer,  ought  not  to  deprive  the  prisoner  of  his  of  CrinUfuU 
right  to  a  writ  of  error  upon  demurrer  ;  and  therefore  I  may  consider  it,  ^PP^^  *^t2^ 
that  the  court  of  error,  by  the  decision  of  that  case  and  by  the  express  **  ^ 
words  of  the  statute,  remains  clothed  with  the  full  authority  that  it 
possessed  before  the  statute  was  passed.  The  authority  and  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  is  in  my  opinion'  limited  to  matters  of  law  arising  upon  the  trial, 
of  which  the  judge  can  take  judicial  notice  ;  and  in  providing  for  giving 
effect  to  the  decision  of  this  court  and  the  certificate  founded  thereon, 
there  are  express  directions  given  as  to  what  shall  be  done  in  each 
case.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  statute  under  which  we  are  now  sitting 
contemplated  the  final  determination  of  the  matter  and  never  contem- 
plated any  new  trial  or  any  venire  de  novo.  The  language  of  the  act,  I 
think,  naturally  leads  to  that  conclusion :  it  is  this,  ''  Thereupon  the  said 
justices  and  barons  shall  have  full  power  to  hear  and  finally  determine 
the  said  question  or  questions,  and  thereupon  (this  is  what  they  have 
power  to  do)  to  reverse,  affirm,  or  amend  any  judgment  which  should  be  Pollock,  G.  B. 
given  on  an  indictment  or  inquisition  on  the  trial  whereof  such  questions 
have  arisen,  or  to  avoid  such  judgment,  and  order  an  entry  to  be  made 
on  the  record  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  justices  and  barons,  the 
party  convicted  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted."  Such  I  understand 
to  be  one  of  the  entries  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  proposes  to  enter  upon  the  present  occasion.  ''  Or  they  may  arrest 
the  judgment,  or  they  may  order  judgment  to  be  given  thereon  at  some 
other  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  if  no  judgment  shall 
have  been  given  before  that  time,  or  they  may  make  such  other  order  as 
justice  may  require."  My  Lord  Chief  Justice  appears  to  think  that  this 
authorizes  us  to  order  a  venire  de  novo  to  issue.  Upon  the  best  con- 
sideration I  can  give  to  the  question  it  appears  to  me  to  confer  no  such 
authority.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  statute  never  contemplated  any  new 
trial,  and  I  think  that  will  appear  when  we  come  to  consider  what  are  the 
provisions  made  in  the  act,  for  they  are  very  express  and  direct,  as  to 
what  shall  be  done  upon  the  certificate  going  down  to  the  court  in  which 
the  point  arose.  One  could  not  expect  as  to  a  statute  so  recently  passed 
much  of  authority  upon  the  question ;  but  I  observe  that  Mr.  Baron 
Parke,  now  Lord  Wensleydale,  has  expressed  an  opinion  upon  what  is 
the  meaning  of  these  very  words,  namely,  <*  shall  make  such  other  order 
as  justice  may  require."  In  the  case,  which  I  alluded  to  just  now. 
Beg.  V.  Faderman  (1  Den.  C.  C.  561),  in  which  the  prisoner  was  left  to 
his  writ  of  error,  upon  the  demurrer,  the  court  thinking  they  had  no 
power  to  deal  with  the  demurrer,  I  observe  in  page  568,  that  Mr.  Baron 
Parke  says  this,  "The  words  'to  make  such  other  order  as  justice  may 
require,'  do  not  assist ;  they  only  enable  this  court  to  order  the  party  to 
be  let  out  on  bail  or  to  do  any  other  thing  of  the  like  nature  which 
justice  may  seem  to  demand ;"  and  if  this  part  of  the  act  which  enables 
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Rbg.         the   court  to  make  any  other  order  "such  as  justice  may  require," 
^   __       authorizes  us  to  award  a  venire  de  novo^  I  should  be  glad  to  know  why  we 

cannot  grant  a  new  trial  in  any  case  where  improper  evidence  has  been 

1858.        received,  but  which  in  reality  was  not  calculated  to  have  any  influence 

upon  the  verdict,  or  which,  if  it  had  not  been  received,  would  have  left 

Mistrial—     the  case  against  the  prisoner  more  clear  than  it  was  with  it     If  we  are 
.-J***?*^   to  award  a  venire  de  novo  because  the  prisoner  may  have  lost  some 
^^^  ^f      beneiit,  of  which  certainly  there  is  no  suggestion  before  us,  then  I  would 
frnfAher-^     ask,  in  a  case  where  improper  evidence  has  been  received  in  the  opinion 
Pmoer  of  Court  q£  the  court,  and  where  the  entry  upon  the  record  would  be  that  the 
()/*Crii»Hi^  evidence  having  been  received  the  accused  party  was  improperly  con- 
a^new  trial    ^^^^^^i  what  does  justice  require  in  such  a  case  ?  why,  manifestly,  that 
the  prisoner,  guilty  of  some  atrocious  crime,  should  not  escape  justice 
because    the    judge  received    some   improper   evidence,   but   that   he 
should  be  tried  again.     And  yet  I  apprehend  it  will  be  conceded  on  all 
hands, — ^I  do  not  imagine,  from  the  communications  that  have  taken 
place  among  us,  that  one  single  member  of  this  court  is  of  opinion  that 
however  much  we  might  all  think  that  justice  would  require  a  new  trial, 
we  should  be  competent  to  grant  it  whera  improper  evidence  had  been 
received  or  some  similar  matter  had  occurred  which  rendered  the  ccm- 
viction  in  the  judgment  of  this  court  invalid.     The  act  of  Parliament 
provides  expressly  what  shall  be  done  where  the  conviction  is  vacated. 
We  cannot  oi'der  a  new  trial  in  this  case — we  cannot  direct  a  vetiire  de 
novo  to  issue  without  vacating  the  conviction.     And  now  I  come  there- 
fore to  the  second  point  which  I  alluded  to,  namely,  the  provision  which 
is  made  for  giving  effect  to  the  decision  of  the  court  and  the  certificate 
0  ocic,    .    .    £q„q^q^  upon  it,  which  must  be  signed  by  the  chief  of  the  court  who  may 
happen  to  preside  here.     It  is  expressly  provided  by  the  statute  what 
shall  be  done  in  each  particular  case.     That  is  to  be  found  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  second  section,  and  I  will  read  the  very  words  of  the  statute, 
**  And  the  said  certificate  shall  be  a  sufiicient  warrant  to  the  sheriff  and 
all  others  for  the  execution  of  the  judgment,  as  the  same  shall  be  so 
certified  to  be  reversed,  affirmed,  or  amended,  and  execution  shall  there- 
upon be  entered  on  such  judgment,  and  for  the  discharge  of  the  person 
convicted  from  further  imprisonment  if  the  judgment  shall  be  reversed, 
avoided,  or  arrested."     Now  this  difficulty  may  arise  if  we  send  back  a 
certificate  that  this  conviction  is  bad.     I  am  not  sure  that  the  man  is 
not  entitled  to  a  habeas  corpus  to  know  why  he  is  detained,  and  why 
the  sheriff  does  not  instantly  discharge  him.     And  most  serious  ques- 
tions might   arise,  whether  he   ought  not,   upon   the  plain,   manifest, 
and  clear  words  of  the  act,  instantly  to  be  discharged.     There  is  no 
provision  made  for  detaining  him.     There  is  provision  made  for  every- 
thing which  really  is  contemplated  by  the  act.     The  sheriff  is  called  on 
to  discharge  him  if  the  conviction  is  avoided.     *'  And  in  that  case  such 
sheriff  or  gaoler  shaU  forthwith  discharge  him  ;"  in  the  event  of  the 
judgment  being  affirmed  or  amended,  the  execution  is'  to  issue  upon  the 
judgment  so  affirmed  or  amended.     But  there  is  not  a  syllable  in  the  act 
that  points  to  any  power  in  the  sheriff  or  anybody  to  detain  him,  or  in 
any  court  to  try  him  in  the  event  of  a  venire  de  novo  issuing.     On  these 
grounds,  in  my  judgment,  this  court  is  not  competent  to  award  a  venire 
de  novo ;  and  I  think  the  remark  made  in  the  case  I  have  already  cited 
that  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  writ  of  error,  applies 
with  equal  strength  to  the  o&er  side — ^the  case  of  the  prosecution      Why 
are  we  to  dispose  of  a  matter  of  fact  which  has  never  been  tried  ?     I  am 
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aol  awtre  that,  it  has  ever  been  inquired  into  on  oath.    There  is  no       Bko. 
retam,  or  anj  affidavit,  or  anj  statement  made  on  oath  by  anybody  that  '- 

the  facts  are  true  ;  and  why  is  the  Crown  to  be  deprived  of  the  oppor-      Mkllor. 
tunity  it  would  have  on  a  writ  of  error  of  saying  and  proving  that  the        igsg, 

suggestion  made  in  the  case  before  us  is  not  founded  in  fact,  or,  if  there         

be  no  doubt  of  the  fact,  that  it  was  a  matter  of  fraud  between  the  accused     ^iatriaf^ 
and  the  juror,  which  possibly  might  very  much  interfere  with  the  decision    ^^J^nr^ 
of  the  court    In  my  judgment  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  left  to  his  writ  of      nameof  ' 
error,  and  as  that  is  my  opinion  in  point  of  law,  giving  to  this  statute  my     anather— 
most  anxious  and  deliberate  consideration,  I  abstain  from  giving  ejij  ^^^'^  ^f  ^^f^^ 
opinion  whether  a  writ  of  error  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  granted,  o^  what  ^*2/'^J^*»*^ 
ought  to  be  the  result  of  a  vnrit  of  error  if  it  were  granted,  assuming  the   '^^  ttioL 
facts  to  be  true.    These  matters  are  not  in  my  judgment  properly  now 
before  the  court ;  and  I  think  it  best  to  abstain  from  giving  any  opinion 
about  it    Li  my  judgment  this  court  has  no  authority  to  interfere  and 
certainly  has   not, — ^I  must  say  I  express  this  opinion  without    the 
slightest  doubt  or  hesitation,  that  this  court  has  not  any  power  to  award 
a  venire  de  noco^  and  in  that   way  grant  a  new  trial.     I  think  the 
awarding  of  a  venire  de  novo  belongs  exclusively  to  a  court  of  error  ;  and 
if  it  is  to  be  awarded  by  this  court,  I  think  that  in  so  construing  the  words 
which  have  been  referred  to — *'  to  make  such  order  as  justice  may  require** 
— the  court  is  not  expounding  the  act,  which  alone  it  has  the  power  to 
do,  but  is  in  fact  legislating  and  taking  to  itself  an  authority  which  the 
Lc^slature  never  intended  to  confer  upon  it. 

GoLBBiDOE,  J. — I  have  considered  this  case  with  all  the  attention  I  Coleridge,  J, 
have  been  able  to  give  to  it  and  which  its  importance  deserves; 
and  certainly  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived,  it  being  a  very 
clear  one  in  my  mind,  I  should  entertain  without  any  serious  doubts, 
but  for  the  doubt  expressed  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  a  doubt  which  I 
apprehend  prevails  among  several  members  of  the  bench,  and  perhaps 
more  for  the  energetic  opinion  we  have  just  listened  to  from  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron.  Still  I  remain  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  case  within  the 
competency  of  this  court  to  consider.  And  I  arrive  at  my  conclusion  as 
to  this,  and  as  to  many  parts  of  the  case  that  I  shall  have  to  touch  on, 
perhaps  by  a  shorter  mode  than  has  been  adopted  by  my  Lord  Campbell 
on  the  one  hand,  or  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  on  the  other  ;  because  I  do  it 
very  much  upon  a  consideration  of  the  statute  under  which  we  are 
sitting.  Now  if  this  be  a  question  of  law  which  has  arisen  upon  a  trial, 
and  if  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  has  reserved  a  case  for  us,  it 
appears  to  me  that  it  must  be  within  our  jurisdiction  to  consider  it. 
Now,  that  it  is  a  question  of  law,  I  think  hardly  admits  of  an  argument. 
If  the  prisoner  being  aware  of  the  fact  at  the  time,  had  started  the 
question,  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  counsel  for  the  Crawn  had 
discovered  that  the  jury  was  not  impanelled  according  to  the  statute, 
who  can  doubt  but  that  the  point  at  the  time  must  have  been  a 
point  of  law  for  the  judge  to  decide.  Well,  then,  did  it  arise  at  the 
trial  ?  It  was  not  agitated  at  the  trial  beyond  aU  doubt ;  but  at  the  same 
time  I  understand  it,  construing  this  act  of  Parliament  as  I  think  we  are 
bound  to  do  liberally,  to  be  a  question  of  law  arising  at  the  trial,  whether 
it  be  a  subject-matter  of  dispute  or  controversy  at  the  trial,  or  be 
considered  at  the  time,  or  whether  it  be  considered  at  a  later  period,  I 
Understand  it  to  have  arisen  as  a  question  of  law,  if  the  &ct  upon  which 
it  is  founded  took  place  in  the  course  of  the  trial.  Now  let  me  illustrate 
that  by  a  case  which  I  am  sure  has  occurred  withiil  my  own  recollection  on 
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Rro.         several  occasions  in  this  court,  though  undoubtedly  the  matter  ham 

v>  never   been    discussed ;    and,   therefore,   I    do  not  cite   any  of  these 

MicLi/>R,     (jjises  as  authorities  ;  but  let  me  suppose  the  case  of  a  prisoner  undefended, 

1R58.        ^^^  ^^  tried  at  the  assizes  before  a  judge ;  be  has  no  counsel;  nothing 

arises  in  the  mind  of  the  judge ;  the  case  is  proved ;  the  judge  sums  up, 

Muinal-^  and  the  prisoner  is  convicted  ;  but  the  next  day,  or  a  day  or  two  after. 
One  juryman  ^|^q  judge,  upon  reconsidering  the  matter,  is  of  opinion  that  he  has 
namso/  '  seriously  misdirected  the  jury  on  a  point  of  law,  has  laid  down  the  law 
another^  to  them  wrongly,  has  committed  a  mistake  by  omitting  something 
Paieer  qf  Court  which  is  of  great  importance  to  the  prisoner, — is  not  that  a  question  upon- 
J^)^^^orLr  ^*^*^^»  ^^  ^®  ^**  *  <io"b*>  ^^  1^*8  *  right  to  take  the  opinion,  under  this 
a^  iriaL  ^^  ^^ Parliament,  of  the  judges  ?  And  could  it  be  said  that  the  point 
which,  beyond  all  doubt,  ought  to  have  been  determined  at  the  trial,  and 
which  did  present  itself  for  consideration  at  the  trial,  is  not  a  point 
that  arose  at  the  trial?  I  think,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  a  case  of 
that  nature  is  not  within  this  act  of  Parliament,  we  should  most  grievously 
impair  the  operation  of  the  act  of  Parliament  which,  as  much  as  any  oth^ 
that  has  passed  for  a  long  period  of  time,  ought  to  receive  the  largest  and 
most  liberal  construction.  Now,  if  I  am  right  in  that  supposition,  in  the 
case  that  I  put,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  was,  like  that,  a  question  that 
arose  upon  the  trial.  It  is  said,  and  though  I  have  not  thou^t  it  neces* 
sary  to  state  the  facts  of  the  case,  I  must  take  the  liberty  here  of  correeting 
something  that  has  fallen,  I  think,  from  my  Lord  Chief  Baron, — ^it  is 
said  how  are  we  to  arrive,  or  how  do  we  arrive  at  our  knowledge  of  the  fiict 
in  this  case.  My  Lord  Chief  Baron  said  that  we  only  knew  that  a  state- 
ment was  made  to  the  judge,  that  it  was  a  matter  about  which  he  had  no 
judicial  knowledge,  and  that  nobody  can  now  take  on  him  to  say  whether 
Coknridge,  J.  or  not  the  facts  which  are  presented  for  our  consideration  are  ocurrectly 
stated  or  not.  Now,  the  judge  says  this :  "It  was,  however,  discovered 
the  next  day^  that  so  and  so  took  place.  I  apprehend  we  are  bound  under 
this  act  of  Parliament  to  give  credence  to  the  statement  of  the  judge ;  and 
whatever  the  jadge  presents  before  us,  we  must  take  as  a  fact.  The  judge 
does  not  put  the  fact  on  some  uncertain  and  hearsay  evidence  of  a  matter 
that  has  come  to  him ;  he  states  to  us  that  it  was  discovered  the  next  day 
that  so  and  so  had  taken  place.  The  judge  states  that  which,  in  his  mind, 
presents  a  doubt  for  consideration  in  this  case,  and  his  statement  must 
be  taken  incontrovertibly  as  fact.  It  is  suggested  this  is  not  a 
record.  But  we  have  no  more  power  of  contradicting  the  statement  of  a 
learned  judge  than  we  have  the  power  of  contradicting  any  allegation 
upon  a  record.  Now,  if  it  be  a  matter  in  which  we  can  arrive  at  the 
facts  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  me,  I  confess,  to  relieve  the  case  under 
con8ideration  from  much  of  the  technicality  that  might  otherwise  be 
supposed  to  belong  to  it ;  and  for  that  reason  it  is,  and  without  at  aU 
expressing  an  unfavourable  opinion  of  the  result  of  the  cases  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  has  gone  through,  I  take  the  liberty  of  passing  them  by, 
and  I  take  my  stand  on  the  act  of  Parliament.  I  say,  that  I  care  not 
at  all  whether  this  would  have  been  a  matter  of  challenge,  or  matter  of 
error,  or  matter  to  be  assigned  on  error,  or  whatever  it  may  be,  if  it  be 
brought  before  us  for  our  consideration,  we  are  to  say  what  are  the  legal 
consequences  of  the  facts  presented  to  our  notice.  Now,  if  that  be  so,  it 
appears  to  me  that  there  has  been  clearly  in  this  case  a  mistrial,  and  that 
justice  requires  us  to  interfere  and  to  say  that  there  has  been  such  a  mistrial ; 
and  though  it  may  be  extremely  possible  that  in  this  case  no  injustice 
has  been  done,  I  must  take  leave,  with  reference  to  what  fell  from  my^ 
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Lord  Chief  Justice,  to  state  that»  in  my  opinion,  that  is  hardly  the  right        ^"^^ 
mode  of  considering  the  importance  of  any  question  presented  to  a  court      h^lloh. 

of  justice ;  it  is  not  whether  in  any  particular  case  injustice  has  or  has         

not  arisen;  we  know  nothing  about  that;  we  only  know  that  under  1858. 
that  state  of  circumstances  injustice  may  have  arisen,  hardship  may  have  : — ' 
resulted ;  and  if  that  be  so,  the  prisoner  is  at  liberty  to  stand  upon  that  ^''^^n 
ground  and  say  I  am  not  to  be  submitted  to  a  state  of  things  in  which  ggnwgmthe 
injustice  or  hardship  may  have  arisen.  That  that  may  have  been  name  of 
the  case  is  too  plain  to  require  any  statement  at  my  hands ;  and  therefore  anothej^— 
I  pass  on  from  that  part  of  the  case.  Now,  then,  I  am  quite  aware  that  ^^?^^^fy 
the  decision  to  which  I  have  come  may  open  the  door  to  a  great  many  A^t^ai  ^  orxkr 
abuses  and  to  fraudulent  practices ;  it  may  be  suggested  that  the  a  nev  triaL 
consequence  <^  what  has  now  fallen  from  the  court,  supposing  that 
should  be  the  opinion  the  court  entertain,  may  be  to  open  the  door 
to  a  great  deal  of  collusion  and  deception  firom  persons  going  into 
the  box  and  answering  to  the  names  of  other  persons,  but  to  that  I  would 
answer  very  much  in  the  terms  used  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  in 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Tremeame,  that  may  be  so,  and  no  doubt  personation 
may  take  place  and  mistakes  may  arise  ;  or  lliere  may  be  collusion,  and 
so  injustice  may  arise ;  we  must  do  our  best  to  prevent  such  things 
arising ;  but,  above  all,  we  must  lay  down  the  rule  strictly  and  take  care 
that  l^e  rule  be  such  as  to  secure,  if  properly  carried  out,  the  true  ends 
of  justice.  It  only  then  remains  for  me  to  consider  what  we  ought  to  do 
in  this  case.  I  listened  with  great  attention  to  the  proposed  form  of  entry 
that  my  Lord  Campbell  stated  towards  the  conclusion  of  his  judgment. 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  I  see  anything  to  find  fault  with  in  that ; 
but  it  appears  to  me  it  is  hardly  necessary  for  us,  perhaps,  to  go  so  far 
as  to  say  anything  in  point  of  form  about  a  venire  de  novo  being  awarded.  Coleridge,  J. 
I  do  not  say  that  upon  the  grounds  on  which  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  relied 
with  reference  to  the  5th  section  of  the  act,  and  to  what  is  there  said  about 
a  court  of  error  having  the  power  to  award  a  venire  de  novo,  as  showing 
that  we  have  no  such  power.  That  section  seems  to  me  to  be  placed  in 
the  act  of  Parliament  for  a  very  different  purpose.  No  doubt  this  act  of 
Parliament  does  not  take  away  the  writ  of  error.  This  act  of  Parliament 
only  applies  to  cases  where  the  judge  chooses  to  reserve  a  case,  and 
that  matter  is  wholly  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge ;  therefore 
there  may  be  a  writ  of  error  undoubtedly  ;  it  augments  the  power  of  a 
court  of  error,  but  it  does  not  at  all  interfere  with  the  writ  of  error ; 
nor  does  the  circumstance  of  the  court  of  error  having  the  power,  show 
that  this  court  has  not  the  power  also.  I  think  if  we  pronounce  that 
there  has  been  a  mistrial,  it  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no 
trial ;  and  all  that  is  passed  and  done  is  void  and  at  an  end,  and  the 
prisoner's  name  will  be  entered  on  the  calendar  again  as  a  person  waiting 
there  to  undergo  a  trial.  I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  special  award  of  a 
venire  de  novo  is  necessary  in  this  case  to  carry  out  the  ends  of  justice, 
nor  am  I  afiraid,  as  has  been  suggested  in  the  course  of  the  discussion 
we  have  heard,  that  the  record,  when  complete,  would  be  an  erroneous 
record,  because  I  think  whatever  we  do  lawfully  under  this  act  of 
Parliament  never  can  be  assigned  as  a  cause  of  error  in  any  court  of 
enror ;  the  act  of  Parliament  will  protect  and  make  l^al  whatever  it 
authorizes  us  to  do.  Therefore,  without  saying  there  should  be  an  award 
of  a  venire  de  novo,  perhaps  we  should  arrive  at  a  less  objectionable 
coDclnsion  in  point  of  form  if  we  were  to  say  simply  that  there  had  been 
a  mistrial,  upon  which  the  same  legal  result,  namely,  a  second  trial 

2  H  2 
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Rbo.        would  follow,  as  if  we  were  at  once  to  direct  it«     Upon  all  these  grounds 

V,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  bap  been  a  mistrial  in  this  case ;  that  the  eon* 

MkUjOr.      viction  was  wrong  and  ought  not  to  stand ;  and  that  the  prisoner  must 

1858.        ^  again  tried  for  the  offence.     And  let  me,  before  I  conclude,  observe^ 

'        that  so  saying,  and  in  so  determining  this  question,  we  defeat  no  ends  of 

Mhfkrlal^    justice  at  all ;  we  merely  submit  the  prisoner  again  to  a  second  trial.     It 

Ow  jwryman    ^^^^  q^^  foUow  that  there  will  be  an  acquittal  now  any  more  than  there 

'^^fwiwe'o/*  *  ^*®  ^^  acquittal  on  the  former  occasion ;  we  merely  say  the  man  has  not 

€moth/Br—     been  properly  tried,  and  he  is  now  to  be  submitted  to  his  trial. 

Power  of  CouH      WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  Opinion  which  I  entertained  at  the  time  when 

^i^C^!*"!!!!^  this  mistake  was  discovered  remains  the  same ;  the  mistake  was  not  in 

^^%ittL    ^^^^  name  of  a  juryman,  which  would  be  a  misnomer  only,  but  in  the 

person.    It  is  the  case  of  one  juror,  to  whom  the  prisoner  at  the  bar 

Wightmao,  J.  might  have  had  an  objection,  answering  to  the  name  of  another  juror  to 
whom  the  prisoner  might  have  had  no  objection,  and  being  sworn  and 
trying  the  case  in  the  name  of  such  other  person.  Such  a  mistake  might 
render  the  prisoner's  right  of  challenge  nugatory,  and  it  is  settled  law 
that  unless  a  juryman  be  challenged  before  he  is  sworn,  he  cannot  be 
challenged  afterwards,  except  by  consent.  It  may  be  that  if  the 
mistake  had  been  discovered  before  the  verdict,  I  might  have  discharged 
the  juror  with  respect  to  whom  the  objection  had  arisen,  and  called 
another  juror,  and  then  have  reheard  the  witnesses ;  or  I  might  have  givea 
the  prisoner  the  liberty  of  challenging  the  juror  who  actually  served, 
which  might  have  been  done  with  the  consent  of  counsel  for  the 
prosecution.  The  mistake,  however,  though  arising  upon  the  trial,  was 
not  discovered  until  after  verdict,  by  the  wrong  juryman  having  been  in  the 
box.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  this  was  a  case  of  mistrial,  and  that  if 
the  privilege  of  the  challenge  be  of  any  value  at  all,  it  might  be  utterly- 
defeated  in  case  this  objection  does  not  prevail.  This  is  distinguishable 
from  the  Juryman's  Case  reported  in  12  East,  231.  That  case  seems  to 
have  been  one  of  misnomer  only,  the  right  man  having  answered  to  a 
wrong  Christian  name,  there  being  no  other  juryman  of  the  same  name  oa 
the  panel.  In  the  present  case,  Joseph  Henry  Thome  was  called,  and 
this  person  whom  the  prisoner  was  competent  to  challenge,  and  who  was 
supposed  to  have  been  sworn  and  to  have  tried  the  prisoner,  neither  was 
sworn  nor  did  he  try  the  prisoner.  The  case  seems  to  me,  in  effect, 
much  the  same  as  if  he  had  been  tried  by  eleven  only.  The  consequence 
of  a  mistrial  is,  that  the  prisoner  may  be  tried  again,  as  he  never  was 
in  legal  contemplation  in  jeopardy  upon  the  first,  which  is  not  to  be 
considered  a  trial  at  all.  It  may  be,  and  no  doubt  is  so^  that  such  an 
objection  as  this  may  be  a  ground  of  error  that  might  be  taken  upon  a 
writ  of  error  ;  but  the  question  is,  whether,  notwithstanding  it  might  be 
a  ground  of  error,  this  court  has  not  jurisdiction  in  this  case.  Now  I 
refer  to  the  recital  in  the  act  under  which  this  court  sits — ^*' For  the 
further  amendment  of  the  administration  of  the  Criminal  Law  ;**  and  it 
commences  with  this  recital :  ^^  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  provide 
a  better  mode  than  that  now  in  use  of  deciding  any  difficult  question  of 
law  which  may  arise  on  criminal  trials  in  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer 
and  gaol  delivery,  and  to  make  further  amendment  in  the  administration 
of  the  criminal  law."  This  act  was  passed  for  the  express  purpose  of 
providing  a  better  mode  of  deciding  difficult  questions  of  law.  No 
doubt  difficult  questions  of  law,  arising  upon  a  trial,  might  be 
ground  cf  a  writ  of  error  ;  but  this  was  to  provide  a  better  and  shorter 
and  more  expedient  mode,  as  the  Legislature  suggests,  of  deciding  such 
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qaestknifly  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  a  power  is  given  to  this        Bho. 
oomt  by  no  means  limited  in  the  manner  suggested  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  v. 

in  the  case  referred  to  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.     The  provision  of  the      Mbllob. 
act  isy  that  any  questions  of  law  arising  upon  a  trial  may  be  reserved  for        1^5^^ 
the  consideration  of  this  Court,  who  have  fnll  power  to  determine  the        — .* 
question,  and  may  avoid  any  judgment    I  think,  the  words  are  *^they    Mistrial— 
shall  have  power  to  affirm  or  amend  any  judgment  which  shall  have  been   OnejmymM 
given,  or  to  avoid  such  judgment."    Now,  this  is  one  of  those  cases  in  *^l^!^J^ 
which  the  court  have  power  to  avoid  the  judgment  that  has  been  given,     tmothef^— 
and  then  an  order  may  be  made.     And  the  words  are  these,  **  or  make  Power  ^  Comi 
auch  other  order  as  justice  may  require."     It  seems  to  me  that  the  terms  ^2^^5*TI!!!l» 
of  this  statute  give  most  extensive  powers  to  this  court ;  we  may  avoid    ^^  ^-^ 
the  judgment,  or  may  <^make  such  other  order  as  the   justice  of  the 
case  may  require."     Giving,  then,  full  effect  and  a  fiur  construction 
to  those    words,    it  seems  to    me    this    court   has    power,  if   they 
think  the  case  is  one  in  which  they  ought  to  exercise  it,  to  make  such 
order  as  they  think  fit  and  justice  may  require,  which  is  in  this  case  that 
there  should  be  another  trial     It  seems  to  me,  upon  those  words,  giving 
my  own  opinion,  that  this  court  has  ample  jurisdiction  to  avoid  the 
judgment,  and  in  the  terms  of  the  act,  to  make  such  other  order  as 
justice  may  require  ;     and  that  being    so,    to  order  that  there   be 
another  trial.     On  these  short  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion,  first,  that  this 
is  a  ease  of  mistrial  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated ;   and,  secondly, 
that  this  court  has  authority  to  order  a  new  trial ;  and,  consequently, 
that  judgment  should  be  given  avoiding  the  judgment  and  ordering 
another  triaL 

Erlb,  J. — I  will  first  take  the  substantial  question,  whether  a  writ  of  Erie,  J. 
error  lies  because  William  Thornley  by  mistake  answered  and  was 
ewom  on  the  jury  when  Joseph  Thome  was  called  by  the  officer,  both 
names  being  on  the  panel,  and  both  persons  being  duly  qualified  to 
serve*  and  no  actual  prejudice  to  any  party  being  shown.  It  is  alleged  that 
the  prisoner  may  have  intended  to  challenge  Thornley,  and  have  lost  the 
opportunity  because  the  name  of  Thome  was  called,  and  that  this 
possible  loss  of  challenge  is  error  vitiating  the  triaL  No  authority  has 
been  adduced  to  show  that  such  a  mistake  has  ever  been  held  to  be  a 
ground  of  error,  and  although  there  are  many  instances  at  Nisi 
Prius  where  there  has  been  a  misnomer  of  a  juryman,  and  where  there 
has  been  a  personation  of  a  juryman  by  an  unqualified  man  not  on  the 
panel,  no  case  has  been  cited  where  the  man  who  served  and  the  man 
who  was  called  were  each  on  the  panel  and  each  qualified  to  serve  ;  and 
no  case  has  been  cited  where  either  misnomer  or  personation  was 
introduced  on  the  record  by  assigning  it  as  error  in  fiict,  to  be  proved 
by  evidence  extrinsic  to  the  record.  Among  the  cases  cited  Norman  v. 
Beaumont  (Willes,  484),  was  much  relied  on,  but  it  falls  within  the 
description  above  given.  There  one  ^*  Yater  "  was  returned  on  the  panel, 
and  '*  Shepherd,"  who  was  not  returned,  answered  to  Tater's  name  by 
mistake,  and  was  sworn.  And  upon  showing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial  on  this  ground,  it  was  contended  that  the  record  was  right, 
and  the  court  could  not  notice  a  defect  not  appearing  thereon  ;  but  the 
judgment  was,  that  in  cases  where  the  objection  could  not  appear  on  the 
record,  the  court  always  (that  is  on  motions  for  new  trials^  admitted 
affidavits  as  in  the  case  of  any  misbehaviour  of  a  jury.  In 
the  old  cases  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  is  founded  on  a 
variance  in  the  name  of  the  same  juror  appearing  in  different  parts 
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^^'        of  the  jury  process,  and  if  any  extrinsic  fact  is  brought  forward,  it 
Mellob.      ^  ^^  affidavit  on  an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  either  to 

amend  or  grant  a  new  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,  such  applications  to  the 

185S.        discretion  of  the  court  being  distinct  from  a  ground  of  error,  entitling  to 
. — 7-        a  judgment  ex  debito  jusdHa^  and  being  in  the  nature  of  an  applicfttion 
Mutnal—    iQ  ^jjg  discretion  of  the  Crown  for  an  act  of  mercy.    I  cite  the  cases  of 
ggrvu^mthe  variance  appearing  on  the  record  from  the  collection  in  Wra^f  ▼.  Tham 
name  of       (WiUes,  488).    In  Displyn  v.  SpraU  (Cro.  £liz.  57),  «'  Thomas  Baker  ** 
fxnother—      in  the  vewire  was  called  ^*-  Thomaa  Garter  "  in  the  duiringaM,    In  Fermor 
^""^rcX^T  ^'  ^^^orrins^tan  (Cro.  EKz.  222),  "  Tavemer  "  in  the  return  to  the  vemir€ 
A%eal  to  order '^^  **  Turner'*  in  the  duiringoM.    In  Dousby  v.  ffiUoit,  Gregory  in 
a  new  triaL     the  return  to  the  venire  was  Geoi^  in  the  dktringae.    In  Cro.  Jac  116^ 
**  Constantinus  "  in  the  return  to  the  venire^  was  '*  Constantins  "  <m  the 
panel.    In  CodwelTs  case  (5  Co.  42b),  *'  Pains  "  in  the  return  to  the 
venire  was   ^'Paulus"   in  the  distringai  and  pastea.    In  these  casee 
the  judgment  was  arrested  on  account  of  the  variance  appearing  on 
the  record.     In  the  more  modem  cases  the  application  was  for  a  new 
trial  on  affidavit ;  it  was  so  in  Norman  v.  Beaumoniy  above  dted.     80 
also  in  FFrajf  t.  Thorn  (Willes,  488)^  ^^Henxy"  in  the  venire  and  other 
jury  process  was  shown  by  affidavit  to  be  Harry ;  the  judgment  is 
that  there  should  be  no  new  triaL     The  court  says,  that  the  record  being 
right,   and  no  variance  appearing  thereon,  the  judgment  cannot  be 
arrested  or  reversed  on  error,  and  that  it  would  be  uiyust  to  grant  a 
new  trial  there  being  no  objection  to  the  verdict,  and  it  appearing  by  the 
affidavit  that  the  juryman  who  was  sworn  was  the  person  who  was 
returned,   and    Willes,  C.  J.,  adds   at  the  close,  *'this  case  is  very 
different  from  Norman  v.  Beaumont^  for  there  a  person  who  was  never 
Erie,  J.  summoned  was  sworn  in  the  room  of  one  who  was  summoned."  According 

to  these  authorities  a  misnomer  appearing  on  the  record  is  always  groond 
of  error  if  not  amended  ;  but  it  is  no  ground  of  new  trial  if  the  person 
who  was  sworn  was  a  person  that  was  summoned,  and  no  injustice  was 
done.  The  cases  frirther  show  that  if  a  person  not  summoned  was  sworn 
in  the  name  of  one  who  was  summoned,  it  might  or  might  not  be  ground 
of  new  trial,  according  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  Thus,  in  HUl  v. 
Yaies  (12  E.  229),  where  the  &ther  was  summoned  and  the  son  answered 
and  was  sworn,  Lord  EUenborough  expressly,  because  a  new  trial  was 
for  the  discretion  of  the  court,  refused  the  rule,  there  being  no  pretence  of 
any  prejudice,  and  the  danger  of  abuse  both  in  civil  and  criminal  cases 
b^g  incalculably  great  if  such  a  motion  prevailed.  So  in  Reg.  v. 
Tremeame  (5  B.  &  C.  265),  where  the  father  was  summoned  and  the  son 
answered  and  was  sworn,  and  it  was  also  shown  that  he  was  an  infant 
without  qualification  of  estate,  the  court  thought  these  facts  a  sufficient 
ground  for  granting  a  new  trial.  And  in  Doveiy  v.  Hobeon  (2  Marsh.  155), 
where  '*  Mayard  "  answered  to  the  name  of  Bussell,  be  having  received 
a  summons  directed  to  Bussell,  or  the  inhabitant  of  BusseH's  house,  and 
he  having  succeeded  to  Bussell's  house,  the  court  granted  a  new  trial 
on  the  fdleged  ground  that  the  objection  had  been  taken  before  verdict, 
but  probably  beeause  the  verdict  was  onsatiafiMStory,  as  the  report  states 
that  it  was  against  the  summing  up  of  the  judge.  These  cases  thus  show 
that  if  a  person  not  upon  the  panel  answers  to  the  name  of  a  person  on 
the  panel,  such  personation  may  or  may  not  be  ground  of  new  trial 
according  to  the  discretion  of  the  court.  They  do  not  support  the  notion 
that  if  a  juryman  on  the  panel  by  mistake  answered  to  the  name  of 
another  juryman  thereon,  it  would  be  ground  of  new  trial,  much  less  do 
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they  indicate  that  aach  a  mistake  conld  be  made  ground  of  error.         ^^^* 
Moreover  as  they  relate  to  verdicts  at  Niw  Prius,  they  differ  materially      „  *' 

from  a  verdict  under  a  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer.     With  respect         

to  such  a  verdict  one  case  only  has  been  found,  namely,  the  Case  of  a        1858. 

Juryman,  reported  in  12  East,  231,  where  "Joseph  Currie  "  answered        .— 7- 

to  the  name  of  "  Robert  Gurrie  "  on  the  panel,  and  the  conviction  was    CiiB^^^^'^n 

affirmed  by  twelve  judges  unanimously,  the  summons  having  been  served  ttrvingw^e 

on  ^Joseph  Currie,'' and  the  bailiff  intending  that  he  should  serve.       namenf 

This  unanimous  opinion  of  the  whole  body  of  judges  is  decisive  against     tmotker— 

the  principle  relied  on  for  the  prisoner,  namely,  that  the  variance  '**T^?^?*T* 

between  the  name  of  the  person  called,  and  the  name  of  the  person  sworn,  A%)ealt^Mwu 

may  have  misled  him  in  his  challenge;  for  inquiries  about  "Joseph    anewtrioL 

Ourrie"  would  be  as  irrelevant  tocballenging  "Robert  Curriey**  as  inquiries 

about  Thome  would  be  irrelevant  to  Thomley,  but  the  variance  was 

^cided  to  be  neither  ground  of  error  nor  of  summary  application,  and  Lord 

£llenborougb,aflerwiu*ds  citing  the  case,  forcibly  points  out  the  mischief  if 

such  variance  was  held  to  vitiate  a  verdict.    If  the  present  case  is  to  be 

decided  without  reference  to  authority,  by  recourse  to  the  principles  of 

justice,  the  allegation  that  a  party  may  have  been  misled  in  his  challenge 

is  insnffideiit  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  returned  by  twelve  qaalified 

men  sworn  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  and  open  to  any  peremptory 

challenge  super  visum^  and  if  a  ground  of  error  is  to  be  created  by 

alleging  error  in  fact,  the  allegation  ought  to  go  further,  snd  show  that 

the  party  complaining  had  sustained  some  actual  prejudice  from  the 

mistake.     For,  suppose  the  parties  reversed,  if  the  mistake  is  ground  of 

error  for  the  prisoner,  so  is  it  also  for  the  prosecution  ;  and  if  the 

prosecutor  claimed  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  such  a  mistake,  all  would 

agree  that  he  ought  not  to  succeed  unless  he  could  allege  actual  prejudice,  ^rle,  J. 

The  possible  hardship  of  having  lost  a  challenge  from  ignorance  is  no 

ground  for  vitiating  a  verdict,  as  was  said  in  Reg.  v.  SuUon  (8  B.  &  G. 

418),  where  an  alien  was  sworn  on  the  jury  without  the  knowledge  of 

the  defendant,  and  a  new  trial  was  refused.     Thus  far  I  have  considered 

the  question  as  if  the  court  was  in  the  present  state  of  the  record  fully 

qualified  to  decide  whether  a  venire  de  n&vo  should  be  granted.     But 

that  writ  is  not  lawful  without  an  entry  on  the  record  showing  a  valid 

ground  for  issuing  it :  (see  Carver  v.  Shew^  4  M.  &  W.  167.)  If  in  this 

case '  it  issued  without  legal  ground  appearing  on  the  record,  the  new 

trial  would  be  erroneous,  and  the  verdict  thereon  no  ground  for  judgment. 

It  is  therefore  necessary  to  consider  what  entry  could  be  made,  whether 

casual  information  to  the  judge  of  the  mistake  gave  him  legal  knowledge 

<^  the  fact,  so  as  to  authorize  him  to  direct  the  officer  to  enter  it  on  the 

record   after  the  verdict  has  been  recorded,  and  the  jury  has  been 

discharged.   The  entry  must  be  according  to  the  supposed  fact,  and  ought 

to  be  traversable,  so  that  the  truth  should  be  legally  ascertained;  that  entry 

is  essential  for  a  judgment  in  error,  and  I  cannot  assent  to  the  notion  that 

every  judicial  officer  who  tries  an  indictment  may  receive  a  rumour,  and  if 

he  believesit,  make  anentry  accordingly  tovitiatearecord otherwise  correct,  I 

and  so  bind  other  parties  and  courts  by  an  assumption  which  may  be  disputed.  j 

Thus,  in  point  of  substance,  there  is  no  ground  of  error,  and  in  point  of 

form,  no  ground  of  error  appears  on  this  record.    Further,  the  statute 

creating  this  court  gives  no  jurisdiction  over  a  ground  of  error,  certainly 

not  over  a  mistrial  where  a  verdict  is  to  be  set  aside  and  a  venire  de  novo 

awarded.    The  provisions  of  the  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  are  in  terms 

confined  to  judgment  after  conviction.    There  is  no  anthority  given  to 
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Bbo.        alter  the  verdict  in  any  way,  none  to  treat  a  verdict  as  a  nallitjy  and  to 
Mbllor.      fiP^'^^  ^  ^^^  ^'^aI*     '^^  authoritj  is  express  to  vary  the  judgment  in 

any  way,  and  even  to  enter  an  adjudication  that  the  prisoner  ought  not 

1858.        to  have  been  convicted  ;  but  the  verdict  is  to  be  left  to  stand,  notwith^ 

. — 7-        standing  such  entry.     It  is  true  there  is  a  general  power  to  make  such 

Aftffno/—     order  as  justice  may  require,  but  this  general  power  follows  after  specific 

s&rom^w^he  po^^^^  relating  to  judgments  only,  and  the  general  words  are  to  be 

name  of      restricted  by  the  preceding  words  and  construed  to  be  ejusdem  generig, 

another-^     It  is  also  to  be  noted  that  by  sect.  5,  the  jurisdiction  of    courts  of 

P<f*^  0/  C&m't  error  is  expressly  preserved  in  respect  of  errors  appearing  on  the  record, 

A%)f<dtoor(Ur  ^^^  ^^  ^^  therefore  probable  that  cognizance  of  grounds  of  error  was  not 
o  new  trial  intended  to  be  conferred  on  the  court  which  was  substituted  for  the 
meetings  of  the  judges  in  former  times,  in  which  meetings  grounds  of 
error  were  not  considered.  The  present  objection  is,  if  any,  aground 
of  error,  in  my  mind,  which  must  appear  on  the  recc^ ;  and  on  these 
grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Williams,  J.  WiLLiAMS,  J« — I  am  of  opinion  that  no  venire  de  novo  ought  to  be 

awarded  in  this  case,  because  I  think  it  does  not  fall  within  the  staC 
1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  under  which  we  are  here  met.  I  am  of  opini<»i  that 
the  point  which  has  been  raised  for  our  consideration  is  not  a  question 
of  law  which  arose  at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  It  appears 
to  me  that  it  must  be  treated  as  occurring  after  the  verdict.  If  the 
alleged  mistrial  could  have  been  cured  by  verdict,  it  would  have  been 
helped  by  the  verdict  which  has  been  given.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
I  think  it  has  been  so  helped  in  this  case.  I  only  mention  this  to  show 
that  the  point  as  it  stands  before  us,  must  be  regarded  as  a  point  oocor- 
ring  after  verdict.  If  that  be  so,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that  it  is  not  a 
question  of  law  which  has  arisen  at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  the 
first  section  of  the  statute.  The  questions  contemplated  by  the  act, 
are  questions  which  the  judge  before  whom  the  case  is  tried  may  reserve 
in  his  discretion.  But  he  cannot  reserve  a  point  which  he  could  not 
have  decided  finally,  even  if  he  had  been  so  minded.  Now,  in  the  pre« 
sent  case,  if  the  point  had  been  one  which  could  have  formed  a  ground 
for  arresting  the  judgment,  the  presiding  judge  might  have  decided  it* 
For  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  such  a  point  may  not  be  regarded  as  arising 
at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  But  a  point  like  the  pre- 
sent could  not  be  raised  in  arrest  of  judgment.  It  could  only  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  law  be  made  the  subject  of  a  writ  of  error  in  ieict. 
And  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  was  not  intended  by  the  statute  to  substitute 
this  court  for  a  court  of  error  as  to  errors  in  fact.  I  do  not  see  anything 
in  the  statute  that  enables  the  presiding  judge  to  collect  the  materials  for 
such  a  tribunal.  It  is  said  that  the  point  was  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  judge  while  he  was  still  acting  under  the  commission  in  the  assize 
town.  But  I  am  at  loss  to  know  what  power  his  commission  gave  him 
to  act  in  the  matter.  I  think  he  might  just  as  well  have  acted  after  as 
during  the  assizes.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  his  object  were  only  to 
recommend  the  prisoner  to  the  Crown  for  a  pardon,  on  the  ground  that 
be  had  not  been  fairly  tried,  the  judge  might  collect  information  for  the 
purpose  at  any  time,  and  from  any  source  on  which  he  thought  it  right 
to  rely.  But  when  the  object  is  not  to  procure  a  pardon,  but  to  asoer^ 
tain  whether  a  venire  de  novo  ought  to  be  awarded,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  error  in  fact,  constituting  a  mistrial,  I  can  see  no  function 
which  the  presiding  judge  at  or  after  the  assizes  has  to  perform  in  the 
matter,  or  which  it  was  meant  by  the  statute  to  transfer  fn>m  him  to  this 
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court  in  any  event.    It  maj,  perhaps,  as  some  are  disposed  to  think,  be        ^>^ 
expedient  to  alter  the  common  law  conrse  of  proceeding  for  obtaining  a      ni^x. 

venire  de  novo  in  criminal  cases,  and  to  deprive  the  Attorney- General  of         

his  discretion  whether  he  will  allow  a  writ  of  error,  and  to  deprive  the        iSftS. 
Crown  of  the  right  of  controverting  the  facts  which  are  assigned  as  error.        . — 7- 
But  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  order  to  effect  such  an  extensive  alteration    ^^^^^^^^ 
of  the  law,  it  requires  much  more  direct  and  explicit  words  than  are  to  be  ^^rvig  m  the 
found  in  this  statute.     The  opinion  I  have  thus  expressed   makes  it      name^/ 
unnecessary  for  me  to  consider  the  question,  whether,  if  the  facts  stated     ''"'^^^TT 
for  our  consideration  by  my  brother  Wightman  had  appeared  on  the  ^^'f^^^i^ 
record  on  a  writ  of  error,  there  ought  to  be  a  venire  de  novo.     It  would  j^p^  u>  gnmt 
be  unbecoming  in  me,  aware  as  I  am  of  the  conflicting  opinions  of  my    a  new  triaL 
brother  judges,  to  treat  this  question  otherwise  than  as  a  very  doubtfid 
one.     I  will  only  observe,  that  if  the  facts  stated  for  our  consideration 
had  been  assigned  as  error  in  the  ordinary  course,  the  question  might 
have  assumed  a  very  different  aspect  if  the  Crown  had  pleaded  in  answer 
to  them  (as  perhaps  it  might)  that  the  juryman,  William  Thomley, 
was  personally  well  known  to  the  prisoner,  and  was  seen  by  him  to  go  to 
the  book  to  be  sworn,  and  that  he  never  had  any  intention  or  wish  to 
challenge  that  man.     For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  venire  de 
novo  ought  not  to  issue,  and  that  this  court  ought  to  make  no  other  order 
than  that  the  conviction  do  stand. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  mistrial  in  this  case.  I  Martin,  B. 
think  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  have  the  names  of  the  jury  who  try  him 
correctly  called  in  open  court,  in  order  that  he  may  know  the  names  of 
every  one  by  whom  he  is  tried ;  and  in  my  judgment,  without  this  privi« 
lege,  the  challenging  of  jurors  would  be  an  idle  ceremony.  The  reason 
which  is  urged  for  not  giving  to  the  prisoner  this  right  is,  that  he  hi 
supposed  to  know  the  persons  of  the  jurors  who  are  called  upon  the  triaL 
In  point  of  fact,  he  has  no  such  knowledge  ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  to 
assume  that  the  prisoner  knows  the  persons  of  all  the  jurors  on  the  panel, 
or  all  the  persons  who  are  returned  to  serve  as  jurymen  in  the  county, 
would  be  a  fiction  worse  than  any  I  am  aware  o^  many  of  which  are  now 
abolished.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  there  was  an  absolute  defect 
in  the  trial  of  this  man,  by  reason  of  his  being  tried  by  a  juryman  whose 
name  was  miscalled  ;  and  whom,  therefore,  in  my  judgment,  he  had  not 
an  opportunity  of  challenging,  which  he  ought  to  have  had.  I  have 
heard  another  reason  urged  for  depriving  the  prisoner  of  what  I  con- 
ceive to  be  this  right,  that  it  may  lead  to  inconvenience  by  reason  either 
of  collusion,  or  of  persons  getting  into  the  box  to  try  prisoners  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  juryman  did  in  the  present  instance.  But  to  my  mind, 
to  found  any  judgment  on  possible  carelessness  and  negligence  of  officers, 
or  to  give  any  protection  of  that  kind,  is  not  at  all  a  ground  which  we 
ought  to  take  into  our  consideration.  The  only  result  of  that  is,  that  all 
judges  ought  to  be  careful  to  enforce  on  the  officers  of  the  court  to  take 
care  that  the  jurymen  who  go  into  the  box  are  the  persons  actually 
named  and  called.  That  is  my  judgment  and  opinion.  In  this  case  it 
would  be  a  mere  waste  of  time  to  go  into  the  cases  which  have  been  so 
fuUy  gone  into  already  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  in  my  judgment 
and  opinion  there  was  a  mistrial  in  this  case.  Well,  that  being  so,  the 
next  question  to  be  considered  is,  how  is  this  to  be  taken  advantage 
of  ?  And  I  apprehend  it  would  be  certainly  error,  and  the  error  was 
to  my  mind  error  in  point  of  fact.  The  act  of  Parliament  certainly  pre- 
serves the  prisoner's  right  to  assign  error  of  fact  on  a  writ  of  error; 


474 


CRIBilNAL  LAW   CASB8. 


Rico. 

V. 

Mbllor. 

1858. 

Mistrial — 

Onejwytman 

§erving  in  the 

name  of 

imotker — 

Power  of  Court 

of  Criminal 

Appeal  to  order 

a  new  trial. 


Martin,  B. 


CromptoDy  J. 


but  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  it  pat  npon  the 
statement  of  a  case  reserved  bj  the  learned  judge  who  tried  him ;  and 
it  is  mj  opinion  that  unless  we  consider  this  statement  of  the  judge  as 
absolute  verity,  we  shall  gat  into  confusion  with  respect  to  this  act  of 
Parliament,  and  I  do  not  know  where  it  is  to  stop.  The  judge  is  the 
person  to  state  the  case  ;  and,  'in  voj  opinion,  we  ought  to  take  his 
statement  precisely  as  a  record,  and  act  on  it  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
record  of  court,  which  of  itself  implies  an  absolute  verity.  I  have  always 
understood  that  this  act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for  the  parpose  of 
amending  one  of  the  greatest  scandals  that  existed  in  the  law,  that  whilst 
in  civil  cases  the  most  minute  possible  mistake,  or  the  wrong  admission 
of  the  most  paltry  piece  of  evidence,  or  the  rejection  of  any  immaterial 
matter,  would  entitle  the  parties,  as  of  right,  to  a  new  trial,  in  mattera 
where  a  person's  life  depended  upon  it,  as  in  this  case,  he  was  prevented, 
without  accepting  a  most  circuitous  and  difficult  course,  irom  getting 
any  error  of  law  amended.  I  have  always  understood  that  this  act  <^ 
Parliament  was  for  the  purpose  of  doing  away  with  what  I  consider  to 
have  been  a  great  scandal  on  the  law.  I  entirely  concur  with  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  my  brother  Coleridge,  who  think 
that  we  ought  to  give  a  most  liberal  construction  to  this  act  of  Parliament, 
and  instead  of  limiting  it,  to  extend  it  as  far  as  we  possibly  can,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  prisoner  the  right  which  the  law  confers  on  him* 
Now,  as  this  act  of  Parliament  gives  an  express  power  to  us  to  arrest 
the  judgment,  that  is,  to  decide  upon  the  record  as  it  stands,  that  there 
is  error ;  for  an  arrest  of  judgment  could  not  be  awarded  except  for 
error ;  at  least  I  am  not  aware  of  any  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment 
except  that  which  would  be  error ;  as  we  have  that  precise  power  given 
by  the  act  of  Parliament,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  best  way  we  could 
exercise  that  power,  is  to  make  such  order  as  justice  may  require  in 
every  case  wl^re,  upon  the  facta  sent  to  us  by  the  judge,  which,  as  I 
have  said  already,  I  consider  to  imply  absolute  verity,  there  has  been 
any  mistake  or  any  error  on  the  trial.  I  am  not  satisfied  myself  that 
the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  would  be  by  ordering  a  venire  de  novo; 
and  my  impression  is,  that  if  the  matter  were  material  to  be  considered, 
or  important  to  be  decided,  the  proper  mode  would  be  tiiis,  to  direct  that 
there  be  entered  upon  the  record  the  case  stated  by  the  judge,  and 
then  to  enter,  not  a  venire  de  novoy  but  an  order  of  this  court  that  a  trial 
should  take  place  in  consequence  of  the  previous  one  being  a  nullity. 
It  is  only  a  variation  in  words ;  it  comes  to  the  same  thing.  But  my 
impression  is,  that  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  make  an  entry  upon  the 
record  in  this  case,  it  should  be  a  simple  order  that  the  man  should  be 
tried  again,  and  that  we  should  get  into  a  mistake  if  we  directed  a  thing 
to  be  done  which  seems  to  me  much  more  under  the  authority  of  a  court 
of  error,  acting  as  a  court  of  record  ;  and  the  authority  given  to  us  by 
the  act  of  Parliament,  in  my  judgment,  ought  to  be  carried  out  in  tli^ 
plainest,  simplest,  and  most  direct  form  we  can,  and  without  reference 
to  any  of  the  old  entries  that  occurred  in  error.  I  am  of  opinion  that  in 
this  case  there  was  a  mistrial,  and  that  our  entry  should  be  in  accordance 
with  the  opinion  I  have  expressed  that  the  man  might  be  tried 
again.  I  concur  with  my  brother  Coleridge,  I  do  not  see  how  this  at  all 
defeats  justice  ;  in  fact,  in  my  judgment,  it  promotes  justice,  and  gives 
to  the  prisoner  that  right  which  the  law  distinctly  has  conferred  upon 
him* 

Cbomfton,  J.-*I  am  not  satisfied  that  there  is  any  ground  in  point  of 
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law  upon  which  we  ought  to  interfere  with  this  conviction.   The  present        -Bao. 
seems  to  me  one  of  those  cases  where  an  irregularitj  has  occurred  in      ^  ** 
the  coarse  of  the  proceedings  which  does  not  necessarily  vitiate  the        '"^^"^ 
vercBct,  but  where  the  courts  in  which  the  record  is,  in  a  civil  action,  or        isss. 
the  Crown,  in  the  exercise  of  its  prerogative,  m^y  interfere,  if  any         — ;- 
unfairness  or  real  prejudice  has  occurred,  but  where  such  interference  is    jifj^f'^'~ 
only  matter  of  discretion.    The  person  who  served  on  the  trial  was  ^ariiiwmttl 
a  qualified  person  returned  by  the  sheriff  to  try  the  prisoner,  and  the      name  of 
objection  was  that  another  person  of  a  somewhat  similar  name,  also     mwiker^ 
returned  by  the  sheriff,  was  called,  and  that  the  name  of  the  juryman  who  ^^^  ^"^^^ 
served  was  not  called,  but  he  stepped  into  the  box  and  was  sworn,  on  j^f^j^  order 
the  supposition  that  he  was  the  other  person,  and  in  his  name.     He  was,    a  new  triaL 
however,  presented   personally  to  the  prisoner,  and    offered   for    his 
challenge,  and  was  sworn  without  challenge  or  objection.     The  argu- 
ment for  the  prisoner  is,  that  he  may  have  been  prejudiced  by  supposing 
from  the  fact  of  the  name  of  the  other  person  having  been  called,  that  the 
juryman  he  had  the  opportunity  of  challenging  was  the  party  whose 
name  was  really  called,  and  so  that  he  may  have  lost  the  opportunity  of 
ehaUenging  the  juryman  whom  he  would  have  wished  to  challenge.    I 
think  the  case  the  same  in  principle  as  that  of  the  juryman  in  the  note  to 
ffiil  V.  Yates:  (12  East,  230.)  It  is  true  that  in  that  case  the  juryman  in 
the  box  was  the  only  one  who  had  been  summoned,  and  the  person  to 
whose  name  he  answered  was  not  on  the  panel,  but  he  was  called  by  the 
name  of  another  existing  person  who  had  lived  in  the  neighbourhood, 
and  whom  the  prisoner  might  well  have  supposed  to  be  the  person 
offered  for  his  challenge,  and  exactly  the  same  objection  made  here 
would  have  been  applicable  in  that  case.     The  objection  is,  that  the 
prisoner  might  be  misled  or  deceived  by  the  name  of  another  party,  to  Crowder,  J. 
whom  he  had  no  objection,  being  called,  whilst  he  might  have  an 
objection  to  and  might  have  challenged  the  juryman  if  he  had  heard  him 
called  by  his  right  name.     If  the  case  is  not  precisely  one  of  misnomer, 
the  alleged  prejudice  to  the  prisoner  seems  to  me  precisely  the  same.    I 
am  not  aware  ^any  authority  or  case  in  which  the  fact,  that  a  prisoner  has 
been  ignorant  of  some  matter  which  might  have  caused  him  to  challenge 
a  person  who  comes  to  the  book  to  be  sworn,  has  been  held  to  vitiate  the 
verdict  in  point  of  law  ;  and  I  apprehend  that  it  would  not  do  so,  even  if  it 
appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been  purposely  misled,  though  it  would 
be  matter  for  the  consideration  of  a  court  in  a  civil  case,  in  exercising 
their  discretion  as  to  the  granting   a  new  trial,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  or  for  the  advisers  ij£  the  Crown,  in  the  exercise  of 
the  prerogative  of  mercy.    The  judge  or  court  at  the  trial,  through 
their  officers,  must  take  care  as  far  as  possible  that  the  due  course  of 
proceeding  is  properly  observed,  but  it  would  be  most  mischievous  if 
every  irregularity  of  this  nature,   however  happening,   and  even  if 
contrived  by  or  assented  to  by  the  prisoner  or  his  friends,  would 
necessarily  vitiate  a  verdict    If  it  would  necessarily  have  that  efiect, 
the  same  principle  would  apply  to  the  case  of  an  acquittal,  even  though 
the  irregularity  were  caused  by  the  prosecution.     The  principle  of 
inconvenience  must  not,  however,  be  carried  too  far,  as  there  are  cases 
not  very  dissimilar  to  which  it  would  apply,  where  there  is  authority  that 
the  proceeding  would  be  erroneous,  as,  for  instance,  the  case  mentioned  in 
2  Hale's  Fleas  of  the  Crown,  296,  where  it  appeared  upon  the  record  that 
by  mistake  eleven  only  of  the  jurymen  had  been  sworn  ;  but  the  extreme 
mischief  should  make  us  cautious  in  seeing  that  the  strict  rules  of  law 
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'^■^        are  not  extended  in  such  a  manner,  that  at  eTerj  asmxes  and  seasions 
MsuioR.      ^^  should  be  in  danger  of  bearing  of  verdicts  being  set  aside  by 

accidental  or  contrived  irregularities  like  these  in  question.    I  am  not 

1858.        aware  that  anj  case  has  carried   the   doctrine  so  far  as   would  be 
, — 7        necessary  to  support  the  objection  in  question,  and  in  no  criminal  case  has 
i^trtHo/—     g^j^y  giniilar  objection  prevailed  that  I  am  aware  of.    The  case  of  Bex  t. 
aeroSg^intlL    "J^remeame  (5  B.  &  C.  2o4),  was  different,  being  the  case  of  a  partj  not 
name  of      qualified  to  act  as  a  juryman  and  not  on  the  panel,  and  being  a  case 
anothet^^      where  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  which  the  record  was,  were 
Power  of  Cowri  exercising  their  discretionary  power  of  granting  a  new  trial.    But,  even 
J^^aoTto  on/0r  ^"PP^^^S  ^^®  objection    in    some  shape    to    be  well    founded,    and 
a  new  trial,     considering  the  doubts  entertained  by  so  many  of  the  judges,  and  the 
authorities  they  think  applicable  to  the  case,  I  am  far  from  speaking  ai 
the  present  as  a  case  not  admitting  of  doubt,  still  I  do  not  see  that  we 
are  in  a  position  to  act  upon  it  in  the  manner  suggested.     It  is  proposed, 
as  I  understand,  to  reverse  the  judgment  and  award  a  venire  de  novo  ; 
we  are  not  now  sitting  as  one  of  the  superior  courts  in  Banc,  discussing 
whether,   in   the  exercise  of  our  discretion,   we  ought,   on  affidavit 
satisfying  us  of  the  facts,  under  all  the  circumstances  to  grant  a  new 
trial,   as   in  that  class   of  cases,  where  questions  of  this  kind  have 
generally  occurred,  and  which  I  do  not  think  applicable  to  the  question 
before  this  court.     Neither  is  the  case  one  of  the  class  of  cases  where 
there  is  a  variance  in  the  record,  as  in  the  instance  of  there  being  one 
name  in  the  venire  and  another  name  in  the  distringas  in  the  jury  prooesa 
in  a  civil  action  ;  to  cure  which  in  some  cases  the  statute  of  Jeofiula  of 
Hen.  8    contained   some  provisions  not   applicable    to   criminal    pro- 
ceedings.    Nor  have  we  the  record  before  us  showing  any  mistake  as  to 
Orompton,  J.     the  calling  or  swearing  the  juryman.     The  books  are  full  of  authority  to 
show  that  no  venire  de  novo  can  issue  except  on  matter  appearing  on  the 
record  sufficient  to  justify  such  award,  and  if  it  be  improperly  amrded  it 
is  error.     Very  serious  difficulties  might  arise  if  there  should  be  a  second 
conviction,  and  on  error  brought  the  prisoner  should  say  that  the  reversal 
by  this  court  might  be  right,  as  perhaps  founded  on  the  evidence  not 
showing  that  the  legal  offence  charged  was  committed,  but  that  there  was 
nothing  on  the  record  to  warrant  the  award  of  the  venire.    This  court 
has  c^rtainly  never  yet  awarded  a  new  trial,  even  in  cases  where  the 
justice  of  the  case  would  be  best  met  by  a  new  trial.    Even  in  the  cases 
in  the  old  books,  where  the  courts  have  allowed  matter  arising  after  the 
swearing,  and  before  the  giving  of  the  verdict,  as  to  the  misconduct  of 
the  jury,  to  be  suggested,  they  require  it  to  be  upon  the  record  before 
they  will  act  upon  it.     In  HUlard  v.  Hall  (2  Roll.  Rep.  2H2),  all  the 
justices  say  that  they  ought  first  to  see  that  a  record  be  made  of  this 
for  the  matter  to  appear  upon  the  record  for  which  the  judgment  shall 
be  **  stayed  et  si  nous  agardamus  un  novel  venire,  quant  tuel  matter  ne 
reason  appart  sur  le  record,  le  posterity  voile  admirer  al  nous,  and 
because  no  record  as  yet  made  of  this,  but  only  of  the  notes  of  the  clerk, 
it  was  adjourned  until  it  was  put  upon  the  record.''    In  the  case  of  a 
challenge  being  overruled  improperly,   it  is  quite  dear  that  it  must 
appear  upon  the  record  before  the  overruling  can  be  treated  as  error ;  and 
I  apprehend  that  it  must  either  be  recorded  during  the  trial,  or  some 
minute  made  of  it  from  which  a  record  can  be  subsequently  made  to 
justify  the  officer.    I  will  not  undertake  to  say  how  far  any  such 
objection  as  the  present  could  properly  be  put  upon  the  record,  if  a  writ 
of  error  were  brought,  and  the  judgment  and  proceedings  had  to  be 
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formally  entered  on  the  record.     In  many  cases,  where  the  objection  if        ^'^ 
made  might  have  been  amended  at  the  time  by  an  alteration  or  amend-      mk^ 

ment  of  a    name  in  the  panel  or  minute,  it  might  be  very  doubtful         

whether  the  minute  of  the  clerk,  from  which  I  presume  the  record        1856. 

should  be  made  up,  ought  to  be  departed  from,  and  if  the  matter  be        . — r~ 

inconsistent  with  the  record,  it  could  not  be  assigned  for  error,  as,  where    Onf^^'^n 

in  the  passage  before  referred  to  from  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  296,  it  Mrmn^mMtf 

appears  that  if  a  juryman  be  returned  as  sworn,  it  cannot  be  assigned  for       name  of 

error  that  he  was  unsworn.     This  might  possibly  be  obviated  by  some     onwAer-- 

direction  that  the  matter  might  be  stated  on  the  record  according  to  the  ^^q^J^^ 

fret  and  truth,  or  it  might  be  thought  that  the  fact  was  not  inconsistent  a^^  u,  order 

with  the  allegation  on  the  record ;    but,  however  that  might  be  with  a  new  trial, 

regard  to  a  court  examining  alleged  matters  of  error  on  the  record,  I 

think  that  the  course  we  are  asked  to  take  would  tend  to  great  danger 

and  mischief.     Even  in  cases  like  those  mentioned  in  2  Hale's  Pleas  of 

the  Crown,  807,  308,  where  matter  of  the  misconduct  of  the  jury  is 

allowed  to  be  suggested  upon  the  record,  there  seems  to  have  been  some 

examination,  prolmbly  upon  oath ;  but  here  we  should  be  proceeding  on  ^™"P^"*»  «'• 

the  alleged  fresh  discovery  of  facts  after  judgment  without  anything  on 

the  record  to  justify  us.     If  we  act  without  having  the  record  before  us 

in  such  cases,  every  court  of  quarter  sessions  or  assizes  may  on  mere 

rumour,  supposition,  or  surmise,  without  evidence,  affidavit,  or  personal 

knowledge  of  the  judge  or  presiding  officer,  certify  to  us  that  matter  not 

appearing  on  the  record  has  come  to  their  knowledge,  and  ask  us  on  that 

to  award  a  venire  de  novoj  and  probably  might  themselves  on  the  same 

ground  award  a  new  venire.     In  the  case  of  a  writ  of  error  and  error  in 

fact  being  assigned,  the   Crown  in  the  case  of  a  conviction,   or  the 

prisoner  in  the  case  of  an  acquittal,  would  have  the  right  of  traversing 

the  matter  alleged,  and  so  questioning  its  truth.     I  feel  great  difficulty 

in  seeing  how  we  can  act  without  there  being  some  such  opportunity 

afforded  the  parties,  or  at  all  events  without  the  matter  being  on  the 

record.     These  considerations  make  me  concur  with  those  judges  who 

think  that  we  cannot  reverse  this  judgment  and  order  a  fresh  venire 

or  new  trial  by  virtue  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  and  upon  the  whole  I 

am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  interfere  with  this  conviction. 

Crowdeb,  J. — I  entertain  considerable  doubt  whether  this  case  falls  Crowder,  J. 
within  the  statute,  and  the  inclination  of  my  opinion  is  that  it  does  not. 
But  assuming  it  to  do  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  mistrial, 
and  that  the  conviction  is  right.  The  single  fact  raising  the  point  of 
law  in  this  case  is,  that  when  the  name  of  Joseph  Henry  Thome  was 
called  from  the  panel  of  the  petty  jurors,  William  Thomley,  on  the 
same  panel,  answered  by  mistake,  and  was  sworn  as  one  of  the  twelve 
jurymen  who  ultimately  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  murder.  The 
mistake  was  not  mentioned  to  the  learned  judge  till  the  day  after  the 
termination  of  the  trial,  and  the  question  for  us  to  decide  is,  whether 
such  mistake  has  rendered  the  trial  abortive.  The  prisoner  has  been 
tried  by  twelve  men  legally  qualified  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  whose  names 
had  been  duly  rendered  in  the  panel  of  petty  jurors.  There  has  been  no 
default  or  neglect  in  the  officer  of  the  court,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
impanel  the  jury,  and  there  is  no  suggestion  that  the  prisoner  has 
suffered  the  slightest  prejudice  in  fact,  from  William  Thomley  having 
served  on  the  jury  instead  of  Joseph  Henry  Thome.  It  is  further  stated 
by  the  learned  judge,  as  a  fact,  that  the  prisoner  was  offered  his 
challenge  before  William  Thomley  was  sworn,  and  it  is  quite  consistent 
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Sva        with  the  statement  in  the  case  that  the  prisoner  may  have  had  ar 
^'  personal  knowledge  of  William  Thornley,  as  the  individual  about  to  be 

sworn,  but  had  no  desire  to  challenge  him.     Before  I  can  arrive  at  the 

1858.        conclusion  that  a  verdict  found  by  such  a  jury,  so  impanelled,  is  a  nullity, 

— ;—        I  must  be  satisfied  that  there  exists  some  stringent  and  inflexible  rule  of 

^irtnVrf—     la^  which  goes  the  length  of  avoiding  every  criminal  trial  when  such  a 

MT^^^m^  mistake  (however  unattended  with  the  slightest  mischief)  has  occurred* 

name  of     ^^  ^s  in  the  experience  of  every  one  familiar  with  criminal  courts,  that» 

another^-     notwithstanding  the  greatest  caution  and  circumspection  on  the  part  of 

^*1r?w  w*^*  the  officers,   such  mistakes   will  occasionally  occur,   either  finom  the 

Ameal toorder  <^^^^^®  pronunciation  of  strange  names,  or  from  the  inattention  or 

a  new  triaL    want  of  accurate  hearing  of  the  jurors  whose  names  are  called  over. 

And  if  there  be  any  rule  of  law  which  renders  such  a  mistake  per  se  fatal 

to  the  verdict,  I  own  I  should  contemplate  with  the  utmost  alarm  the 

awful  consequences  which  might  ensue  from  it  to  the  administration  of 

criminal  justice  throughout  the  conntry.     Verdicts  found  at  the  assizes 

and  quarter  sessions,  after  the  most  patient  and  careful  investigation, 

when  the  trials  have  been  conducted  with  the  utmost  impartiality,  and 

the  result  has  been  most  satisfactiMT'  to  the  ends  of  justice,  might  be  set 

aside,  and  the  prisoners  if  convicted,  might  have  another  chance  of  escape^ 

or  if   acquitted  might  have  their  lives  and  liberties  i^ain  imperilled 

by  another  trial.     For  if  such  a  mistake  be  fatal  to  the  trial,  it  is 

equally  so  whether  the  verdict  passes  for  or  against  the  prisoner,  and 

whatever  the  nature  of  the  crime  may  be  with  which  he  is  charged. 

But  I  can  find  no  such  rule  of  law.     One  or  two  of  the  earlier  cases  of 

civil  action  were  relied  on  where  a  similar  irregularity  was  held  to 

constitute  a  mistrial.      But  those  authorities  were  fully  discussed  and 

Crowder,  J.      considered  in  the  later  cases  of  Hill  v.  Yates  and  R.  v.  Munt  (4  B.  &  Aid. 

430),  and  Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Roberts  (9  M.  &  W.  469),  where  it  was 

clearly  settled  that  such  an  irregularity  did  not  in  itself  vitiate  the  trial; 

but  that  in  every  such  ease  it  was  a  question  for  the  discretion  of  the 

court  whether  a  new  trial  should  be  granted.     R.  v.  Tremeame^  seems 

to  have  but  little  bearing  on  this  case,  as  there  an  infant  had  been  sworn 

by  mistake  upon  the  jary,  and  Lord  Tenterden  and  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench  decided  that  there  was  a  mistrial,   because  the  infant  was  not 

qualified  to  sit  upon  the  jury,  and  so  the  verdict  was  not  returned  by 

twelve  good  and  lawful  men.      The  Case  of  a  Juryman  in  the  notes  to 

Hillv,  Yates  ( 1 2  East,  23 1 ),  is  not  in  point  as  to  the  facts ;  because  there  the 

only  name  on  the  panel  of  petty  jurors  was  Joseph  Curry,  which  was 

really  intended  for  Robert  Curry,  who  had  been  duly  summoned  to 

attend.      There  was  a  Joseph   Curry  in   existence,   but  he  was  not 

qualified  to  be  on  the  panel.     The  name  of  Joseph  Curry  being  called, 

Robert  Curry,  the  man  really  intended,  went  into  the  jury  box  and  was 

sworn  and  served.     It  was  contended  that  there  was  a  mistrial,  but  held 

by  all  the  judges  that  there  was  not,  but  only  a  misnomer,  which  did  not 

invalidate  the  trial.      As  regards  the  main  ground,  however,  on  which 

it  is  contended  before  us  that  there  has  been  a  mistrial,  the  Case  of  a 

Juryman  is  directly  in  point.     It  is  said  that  Mellor's  right  to  challenge 

was  presumably  prejudiced,  because  he  may  have  desired  to  challenge 

the  name  of  William  Thomley,  though  not  the  name  of  Joseph  Henry 

Thome,  and  may  have  known  neither  of  them  personally.     And  so  in 

the  Case  of  a  Juryman  the  prisoner  might  have  had  cause  of  challenge 

against   Robert  Curry,  but  none  against  Joseph  Curry,  and  he  may 

have  had  his  right  of  challenge  curtailed  if  he  knew  neither  of  the  men 
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personally.     The  tml,  however,  was  held  Talid  by  all  the  jndge&i     I  am         ^"^ 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  hae  been  no  mistrial  in  the  present  case^      MxuLob. 
and  that  the  conviction  most  stand.  

WnxESy  J. — I  am  not  satisfied  that  there  was  a  mistrial.   The  prisoner        1S68. 
was  tried  by  twelve  men  taken  from  the  panel  and  sworn  in  his  presence,     ^."'T^ 
without  ohaJlenge  or  objection,  and  without  any  default  in  the  court  or  its   o^ll^Imman 
officers.    If  a  fcHreigner  had  been  upon  the  jury,  unknown  to  the  prisoner,  Mmh^  m  ik^ 
the  conviction  would  have  been  unobjectionable,  even  though  the  prisoner      wmt  qf 
were  proved  to  dislike  foreigners  and  to  have  been  sure  to  have  challenged     a»o<Acf^~ 
one  if  known  by  him  to  be  so :  (i?.  v.  iLS^<ton,  8  B.  &  C.  4 1 7.)   Again,  if  the  ^"^cXm* 
juryman  had  been  described  on  the  panel  by  a  wrong  Christian  name,  and  A^ealto  order 
had  been  called  thereby  in  court  and  sworn  upon  the  jury,  the  conviction    a  new  trioL 
would  have  been  valid:  {The  Case  o/aJurtfntan*)    Yet  such  a  mistake    .   — r* 
might,  equally  with  that  in  question,  have  misled  the  prisoner  and  pre-  ^^^  ^' 
vented  him  ^om  challenging.     I  cannot  distinguish  the  present  case  firom 
those,  wi6  I  think  them  correct  in  principle.    Care  ought  to  be  taken  at  the 
time,  that  the  jury  may  be  composed  of  persons  whom  neither  the  Crown 
nor  the  prisoner  can  justly  object  to.     On  the  other  hand,  lest  the  pro- 
ceedings should  be  interminable,  the  Crown  and  the  prisom^r  ought  to  take 
their  objections  in  proper  time,  as  each  juryman  ^^  comes  to  the  book  to  be 
sworn."  If  this  was  a  mistrial,  the  prisoner  being  convicted,  it  would  equally 
have  been  a  mistrial  in  case  of  acquittal.     But  to  order  a  venire  de  novo  in 
the  latter  case  would  be  scandalous  and  oppressive.  It  is  not  suggested  that 
the  prisoner  has  not  had  a  fair  trial,  nor  that  he  has  sustained  any  prejudice. 
Far  fipom  its  appearing  that  he  was  deprived  of  his  challenge,  it  is  even 
ccHisistent  with  the  fiicts  that  he  may  have  known  who  was  about  to  be  sworn 
and  advisedly  abstained  from  objecting  to  him.   As  to  the  cases  relied  upon 
for  the  prisoner,  those  who  served  as  jurymen  were  not  upon  the  panel  or 
returned  to  serve,  and  they  are,  in  other  respects,  already  stated  by  my 
brother  Erie,  distinguishable  from  the  present    I  am  not  disposed  unneces- 
sarily to  add  to  their  number.     As  to  any  supposed  tenderness  and 
humanity  to  the  prisoner  in  giving  way  to  such  an  objection,  I  have  no 
right  to  be  tender  and  humane  at  the  expense  of  the  law.     If  it  appeared 
that  the  prisoner  had  not  a  fair  trial  he  would  of  course  be  pardoned. 
But  there  is  no  pretext  for  that.     In  this  view  of  the  case  it  may  be 
unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  construction  of  the  stat 
11  JJE  12  Vict.  c.  78,  but  upon  this  point  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right  and 
ought  to  stand. 

Watsok,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  there  has  been  a  Watson,  B. 
mistrial,  and  that  this  court  is  competent  to  award  a  venire  de  novo,  and 
accordingly  a  venire  de  novo  ought  to  be  awarded.  I  have  arrived  at  this 
conclusion  after  much  consideration,  and  not  without  some  doubt.  I  do 
not  feel  myself  called  upon,  after  the  ample  discussion  that  has  taken 
place,  to  state  my  reasons  any  further  than  to  say  that  I  give  my 
judgment  on  the  reasons  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Queen's 
Bench. 

CHAKKELr^  B. — I  entertained  very  considerable  doubts  in  the  course  Ohaonell,  B. 
of  the  argument— doubts  which  have  not  altogether  been  removed, 
notwithstanding  the  opportunity  I  have  had  of  further  considering  the 
case.  I  may  be  excused  for  saying  so  after  the  observations  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  the  conflicting  opinions  already 
delivered.  Having  given  the  subject  my  best  attention,  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  there  has  been  no  mistrial.     I  concur  in  the  opinion 
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Rbo.        of  m7  brother  Erie,  and  in  the  reasons  on  which  his  opinion  is  founded. 

ff.  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  Case  of  a  Juryman, 

Mellob.      upheld  and  supported,  as  I  think  it  was,  bj  the  later  case  of  Hill  v. 

1858.         Yates.      The  facts  in  this  case  are  not  precisely  the  same  as  those 

in  the  Case  of  a  Juryman ;  but  that  case  seems  to  me,  in  principle. 

Mistrial-^  to  apply  to  the  present.  In  the  Case  of  a  Juryman  the  point  raised 
^^/*"?"^  was  at  first  treated  by  Baron .  Eyre,  who  tried  the  prisoner,  as  unim- 
fumeof  portant ;  but,  in  consequence  of  the  urgency  of  counsel,  he  brought 
anoiher—  it  under  the  consideration  of  the  twelve  judges.  No  doubt,  as  observed 
Power  of  Court  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  there  was  no  argument  by  counsel  on  both 
A'^^^^t^^^  sides,  nor  was  there  any  argument  by  counsel  in  the  later  case  of  HUl  v. 
^oMiff  trial  ^^^^''  inasmuch  as  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  refused.  But  in  the  last 
case  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  heard  at  length  ;'  it  was  made  by  a  very 
learned  counsel  (afterwards  an  eminent  judge),  who  brought  the  authorities 
before  the  court.  After  hearing  him,  Lord  EUenborough  said,  ^^if  upon  ood- 
sideration  and  consultation  with  the  other  judges  we  find  ourselves  bound 
to  grant  it,  we  will,  of  our  own  accord,  award  the  rule  prayed  for.*'  The 
Case  of  a  Juryman  was  the  case  of  a  capital  felony.  HUl  v.  Y<Ues  was  a 
civil  action.  But  it  is  clear  from  the  report  that  the  court  in  the  last 
case  had  in  its  mind  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases ;  and  that  the 
objection  was  considered  with  reference  to  both  classes  of  cases.  I 
conclude  that  in  the  case  of  HUl  v.  VateSi  in  the  year  1810,  the  then 
twelve  judges  fully  recognized  and  sanctioned  the  opinion  of  the  twelve 
judges,  their  predecessors,  in  the  Case  of  a  Juryman,  come  to  twenty- 
seven  years  before.  With  great  submission  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
I  cannot  bring  myself  to  doubt  that  the  subject  was  in  those  cases  fully 
considered,  or  that  they  are  to  be  treated  otherwise  than  as  cogent 
authorities  upon  the  objection  now  before  us.  Assuming  that  there  has 
GbaniMll,  B.  been  an  irregularity  or  a  mistrial,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  objection  would 
only  be  ground  of  error.  I  think  the  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  does  not  authorize 
this  court  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.  By  the  statute  referred  to,  the 
court  is  empowered  with  respect  to  questions  of  law  reserved,  to  hear 
and  finally  determine  the  same,  and  thereupon  to  reverse,  affirm,  or 
amend  any  judgment,  or  to  avoid  such  judgment^  and  order  an  entry 
to  be  made  that  the  party  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted,  or  to  arrest 
the  judgment,  or  order  judgment  to  be  given  at  some  other  session  of 
oyer  and  terminer,  if  no  judgment  shall  have  been  previously  given, 
or  to  make  such  other  order  as  justice  may  require.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  statute  contemplates  a  final  decision  of  the  case  without  any 
ulterior  proceedings,  except  such  as  may  be  necessary  to  give  efiTect  to 
the  judgment  of  this  court,  and  that  it  did  not  contemplate  or  authorize 
any  proceedings  in  the  shape  of  a  venire  de  novo^  or  in  the  nature  of  a 
new  trial.  When  a  question  is  reserved,  for  instance,  whether  certain 
evidence  was  or  was  not  properly  received  at  the  trial,  and  judgment 
has  been  given,  this  court,  if  it  be  of  opinion- that  the  evidence  was  not 
properly  received,  may  reverse  the  judgment,  and  order  an  entry  to  be 
made  on  the  record  that  the  party  convicted  ought  not  to  have  been 
convicted.  The  judgment  of  this  court  would,  I  conceive,  be  final. 
Again,  the  court  may  affirm  the  judgment,  treat  it  as  entirely  correct ;  and 
then  the  judgment  would  be  final.  It  may  also  amend  the  judgment,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  prisoner  properly  found  guilty,  but  sentenced  to  impri- 
sonment for  a  longer  term  than  the  law  authorized.  Here,  again,  the 
judgment  would  be  final.  Further,  the  court  may  arrest  the  judgment. 
My  brother  Martin  says,  *'  If  you  arrest  this  judgment,  you  do  so  fur 
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some  defect  on  the  record."    This  may  show  that»  in  one  case  at  least,         Ri^* 
what  might  have  been  ground  of  error  before  the  statute  has  been  taken      m  ^'  ^ 

awaj.     I  agree  that  it  may  be  so  ;  because  the  decision  of  this  court  is         ' 

to  be  final,  and  the  case  of  arrest  of  judgment  is  expressly  provided  for        1S58. 
by  the  statute.    The  word  demurrer  is  not  used.     The  decision  in  this        . — ;— 
court,  Reg.  v.   Fuderman,  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  cases    ^*'^^^ 
of  demurrer  proceeded,  as  I  understand,  upon  the  ground  that  the  t^rJ^mthe 
judgment  of  this  court  in  cases  within  the  act  is  final ;  and  that  to  extend      name  of 
the  jurisdiction  to  cases  of  demurrer  would  deprive  a  party  of  a  writ  of     ondker — 
error  in  a  case  not,  in  terms,  provided  for  by  the  statute.     The  provi-  ^'*%4wS'^ 
sions  of  the  statute  as  to  the  certificate  to  be  given  are  not  alt(^ether  j^jLj^  order 
unimportant     The  judgment  or  order  is  to  be  certified  by  the  presiding    a  new  trioL 
Chief  Justice  or  Chief  Baron  to  the  clerk  of  assize,  who  is  to  enter  the 
same  on  the  original  record.    A  certificate  of  such  entry  by  the  clerk  of 
assize  is  to  be  an  authority  to  the  sheriff  or  gaoler  in  whose  custody 
the  prisoner  may  be,  for  the  due  execution  of  the  judgment,  as  the  same 
shall  be  certified  to  have  been  affirmed  or  amended,  and  execution  shall 
be  executed  according  to  such  judgment,  and  for  the  discharge  of  the 
prisoner  from  imprisonment,  if  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  avoided, 
or  arrested.    As  the  act  provides  that  the  certificate  may  be  in  form,  as 
near  as  may  be,  or  to  the  effect  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  act, 
with  the  necessary  alterations  to  adapt  it  to  the  case,  it  may  not  throw 
much  light  on  the  subject;  but  the  form  of  certificate  given  by  the 
statute  seems  to  contemplate  either  execution  of  the  sentence,  in  case  the  Channell,  B. 
judgment  is  affirmed  or  amended,  or  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner,  if  the 
judgment  is  reversed  or  arrested,  and  no  other  case.     My  opinion  then, 
upon  the  whole,  is  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  where  the  judgment 
of  this  court  would  not  finally  dispose  of  the  case,  and  where  anything 
would  remain  to  be  done  beyond  giving  effect  to  such  final  decision. 
I  do  not  attach  much  weight  to  the  objection  as  to  the  time  at  which 
the  discovery  of  the  alleged  irregularity  was  made,  and  to  the  conse- 
quent objection  that  the  question  now  raised  was  not  reserved  at  the 
trial.     But  I  would  add  that,  as  at  present  advised,  I  think  it  would  be 
difficult  to  say  that  (if  the  argument  for  the  prisoner  is  to  prevail,  and 
the  prisoner  had  been  acquitted  instead  of  convicted)  the  Crown  might 
not  have  raised  the  same  question  of  mistrial.     Upon  this  I  give  no 
opinion. 

Btlrs,  J. — Joseph  Henry  Thorne  and  William  Thornley  are  both  BylM,  J. 
upon  the  panel ;  Thome  is  called  and,  by  mistake,  Thornley  answers,  is 
sworn,  and  tries  the  case.  No  prejudice  appears  to  have  been  suffered 
by  the  prisoner,  but  it  is  suggested  that  in  such  a  case  a  prejudice  might 
possibly  happen.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  mistrial.  The 
mistake  is  not  a  mistake  of  the  man,  but  only  of  his  name.  The 
very  man  who,  having  been  duly  summoned  and  being  duly  qualified, 
looked  upon  the  prisoner  and  was  corporeally  presented  and  shown  to 
the  prisoner  for  challenge,  was  sworn  and  acted  as  juryman.  At  bottom 
the  objection  is  but  this,  that  the  officer  df  the  court,  the  juryman 
being  present,  called  and  addressed  him  by  a  wrong  name.  Now  it  is 
an  old  and  rational  maxim  of  law  that  where  the  party  to  a  transaction, 
or  the  subject  of  a  transaction,  are  either  of  them  actually  and  corpo- 
really present,  the  calling  of  either  by  a  wrong  name  is  immaterial — 
prasenita  corporis  toUit  errorem  nominis.  Lord  Bacon  in  his  Maxims 
(regulsB  26)  fully  explains  and  copiously  illustrates  this  rule  of  law  and 
good  sense,  and  shows  how  it  applies,  not  only  to  persons  but  to  things. 

VOL.   VI L  2  I 
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Bro.        Xq  this  case,  as  soon  as  the  prisoner  omitted  the  challoDge,  and  thereby 
Mklu>r.      ^°  effect  said  I  do  not  object  to  the  juryman  there  standing,  a  compact  arose 

between  the  Crown  and  the  prisoner  that  the  individual  juryman  there 

\t\5S.        Standing  corporeally  present  should  try  the  case.     It  matters  not^  there- 
^~~7~        fore,  that  some  of  the  accidents  of  that  individual,  such  as  his  name,  his 
(>M%ruman   ^'^^^^^^  ^^^  Occupation,  should  have  been  mistaken.     Constat  de  corpare, 
serving  in  the  ^^^  ^^^^  is  enough,  at  least  where  the  juryman  is  duly  qualified  and 
name  of      Summoned.     Suppose  the  name  by  which  the  juryman  is  now  called  not 
another—      to  be  the  name  of  himself  or  any  one  else,  that  amonnts  but  to  this, 
^^muHaT  *^**  ^®  ^  called  by  that  name  improperly.     Suppose  the  wrong  name 
Appeal  to  ordtr  ^o  be  a  name  by  which  another  or  others  are  called,  can  it  maJie  any 
a  new  trial,    difference  in  principle  ?     Suppose  that  a  bearer  of  that  name  is  to  be 
found  not  only  in  England,  but  in  the  county,  or  on  the  panel.     In  all 
these  oases  there  is  a  possibility  and  various  degrees  of  probability  of 
prejudice,  or  perhaps,  more  properly  speaking,  of  improbability.    Bat 
a  mere  possibility   of  prejudice  cannot  vitiate  the  trial,   for   if   so  a 
J  «8|  J-  wrong  addition  or  any  other  misdescription  of  the  jnryman  when  called 

into  the  box  would  be  a  fatal  objection  to  the  trial.  The  case  in  the  note 
to  Bill  V.  Fates  seems  to  me  to  confirm  this  view,  and  to  be  a  solemn 
decision  by  all  the  judges  of  England,  seventy-five  years  ago^  that,  not- 
withstanding some  earlier  eases,  a  mistake  of  this  nature  is  no  mit»triaL 
If  another  rule  is  once  introduced,  new  trials  in  criminal  cases  will  oome 
in  like  a  flood.  It  is  in  vain  to  say  that  greater  care  should  be  used. 
Wise  and  practical  regulations  must  contemplate  and  provide  for  the 
occasional  oversights  and  inadvertences  which,  by  the  law  of  chances,  are 
certain  to  happen  among  the  thousands  of  criminal  trials  before  all  sorts 
of  jurisdictions  every  year  in  England.  Moreover,  if  a  mistake  of  this 
*  nature  vitiates  a  verdict  against  a  prisoner  it  equally  vitiates  a  verdict 

for  him.  The  Crown  may  at  any  time  and  at  any  distance  of  time  take 
a  similar  objection,  and  the  validity  of  all  acquittals  past  and  future 
is  put  in  jeopardy.  I  also  entertain  considerable  doubt  whether  the  statute 
authorizes  this  Court  to  grant  a  venire  de  novo. 

Conviction  affirwted. 


r 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

May  9,  1857. 

I 

(Before  Lefboy,  C.  J.,  Moobe^  and  Keogh,  JJ.^  and 
Pennefatheb  and  Gbeeme^  BB.) 

Reg.  ©.  CoNDT  M^Hugh.  {a) 

Evidence — Statement  by  prisoner  in  information — Admissibiliiy  of. 

Statements  made  hy  a  prisoner  m  an  information  with  the  view  to  his 
being  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  are  not  admissible  in 
evidence  against  the  prisoner,  for  the  purpose  of  implieatittg  him  in  the 
offence  the  subject  of  the  information* 

The  prisoner  had  made  an  information  charging  others  with  beina 
engaged  in  an  illegal  conspiracy.  The  information  was  made  while 
the  prisoner  was  in  custody.  He  sent  for  the  magistrate  before  whom 
he  made  the  information  voluntarily.  Neither  threat  nor  inducement 
had  been  used  to  procure  a  statement  from  the  prisoner,  neither  was 
there  any  caution  given  him.  The  information  was  given  in  evidence 
against  the  prisoner  when  on  trial  for  being  engaged  in  the  illegal 
eonsjnraey  for  the  purpose  of  corroborating  an  approver. 

Held  to  be  inadmissible  per  LsFROr,  C.  J.,  Moore  and  Keogh,  JJ., 
and  GbsemE)  Bv  ;  dissentiente,  Pbnnefathsr,  B. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  Baron  Pennefatheb  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal : — 

The  prisoners  were  tried  before  me  at  the  last  assizes  of  Lifford; 
upon  an  indictment  framed  under  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  74^  s.  L 

The  indictment  contained  six  counts : — 

The  first  count  charged  that  there  was  established  in  Ireland  a 
society,  so  constituted  that  the  members  thereof  could  communi- 
cate with,  and  were  known  to  each  other  by  certain  secret  signs 
and  passwords,  and  that  during  the  existence  of  the  said  soceity 
the  prisoners  did,  each  of  them  respectively,  become  a  member  of 
such  society,  and  were  thereby  guflty  of  an  unlawful  combination 
and  confederacy. 

The  second  count  charged  that  they  did  act  in,  and  assist  at  a 
meeting  of  the  said  society. 

The  third  count,  that  they  directly  and  knowingly  maintained 

(a)  Reported  hj  P.  J.  M^Kehka,  Eb%,  Barriater-aULaw. 
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V. 
M*HUGH. 

1857. 

Evidence — 
/VtMMier*« 


aa  intercourse  with  James  Gallaghan,  he  being  a  delegate  and 
member  of  such  society. 

The  fourth  county  that  they  directly  and  knowingly  maintained 
intercourse  with  John  firiesland,  he  being  a  parish  master  and 
officer  of  such  society. 

The  fifth  count,  that  they  directly  and  knowingly  maintained 
intercourse  with  Niel  Briesland,  he  being  a  parish  master  and 
officer  of  such  society. 

The  sixth  count,  that  they  being  members  of  such  society  thej 
did  directly  and  knowingly  maintain  intercourse  t(^ether  and  to 
and  with  each  other,  as  members  of  such  society. 

The  prisoners  were  convicted,  and  I  sentenced  each  of  them  to 
twenty  months  imprisonment  with  hard  labour. 

The  evidence  tor  the  prosecution,  consisted  of  first  Patrick 
M*Glynn,  an  accomplice. — He  proved  the  nature  of  the  society 
generally  and  its  existence  in  the  county  of  DonegaL  He  proved 
each  of  the  prisoners  to  have  belonged  to  the  society,  and  to  have 
done  some  act  to  connect  them  with  the  confederacy.  To 
corroborate  Patrick  M^Glynn,  with  respect  to  one  of  the  prisoners 
named  Condy  M^Hugh,  the  Crown  proposed  to  give  in  evidence 
the  informations  of  Condy  M^Hugn  himself,  taken  before  Mr. 
Cruise,  the  resident  magistrate,  and  called  Mr.  Crube,  who  gave 
the  following  evidence : — 

Daniel  John  Cruise,  B.M.,  examined.— Knows  the  prisoner 
Condy  M^Hagh,  he  came  before  witness  on  the  9th  of  June,  1856, 
and  made  a  voluntary  communication ;  he  sent  for  witness,  he 
(M'Hugh)  was  then  in  Glenties  bridewell ;  he  asked  witness  what 
was  the  charge  against  him.  Witness  told  him.  M'Hugh  said 
nothing.  Witness  then  went  away.  M^Hugh  sent  again  for 
witness  in  about  an  hour  afterwards,  and  made  his  information 
(produced).  Witness  made  no  threat  or  held  out  no  inducement 
to  the  prisoner ;  did  not  caution  him  against  criminating  himself; 
he  was  sworn ;  he  is  a  marksman ;  witness  was  present  when  he 
put  his  mark. 

To  the  court — Did  not  inform  M^Hugh  that  his  information 
would  be  used  against  him.  Witness  thought  that  the  prisoner 
would  be  admitted  as  a  Crown  witness,  and  the  prisoner  might 
have  been  under  that  impression  also. 

Examination  continued. — Witness  refused  to  admit  the  prisoner 
to  baiL  M'Hugh  was  in  as  a  Crown  witness.  Witness  was  told 
in  Dublin  he  might  admit  them  to  bail.  M^Glynn  swore  his 
information  again  in  presence  of  the  prisoners,  and  witness  told 
them  they  might  ask  him  any  questions.  M^Hugh  refused  to 
swear,  and  said  he  would  go  no  further ;  he  siud  he  would  not 
support  his  former  informations,  or  appear  as  a  witness. 

Cross-examined. — None  of  the  pnsoners  were  present  when 
M^Hugh  swore  his  informations.  Witness  asked  M^Hugh  would 
he  support  the  informations,  he  said  he  would  not ;  he  siud  he 
would  never  swear  again.  Witness  had  no  communication  with 
M'Hugh  afterwards. 
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ConnBel  for  the  prisoner  then  objected  to  the  information  being       ^^' 
received  in  evidence,  contending,  M'Hugh. 

Ist,  That  it  was  inadmissible  as  a  confession,  because  the  usual       

caution  was  not  given,  and  that  it  was  made  under  an  inducement ;        ^^ 
2nd9  That  its  having  been^ken  on  oath  rendered  it  inadmissible 
as  a  confession. 

I  received  the  evidence  subject  to  the  objections,  and  I  directed 
Mr.  Cruise  to  read  the  information,  omitting  the  names  of  any  of 
the  prisoners  which  might  be  mentioned  in  it.  except  that  of 
M^Hugh  himself. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  case,  counsel  for  the  prisoner  further 
objected  that  the  Crown  had  not  asked  M^Hugh  at  the  trial  to 
support  his  information  before  they  gave  it  in  evidence.  The 
question  for  the  court  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
information  was  properly  received  in  evidence  against  M'Hugh. 

•/.  P.  Hamilton  (with  whom  Dowse)  for  the  prisoner,  after  stating 
the  facts. — The  conviction  in  this  case  is  bad,  as  this  informa- 
tion should  not  have  been  received  in  evidence  against  the  prisoner. 
This  was  a  statement  made  by  the  party  on  oath  while  a  prisonery 
and  under  examination  respecting  a  criminal  charge.  It  cannot 
be  treated  as  a  statement  of  the  prisoner  made  after  hearing  the 
evidence  against  him,  and  after  the  necessary  statutory  caution, 
for  it  appears  affirmatively  by  the  judge's  notes  that  this  caution 
was  not  given.  Taking  it  most  favourably  for  the  Crown,  it  is  a 
confession  made  under  duress,  with  a  view  and  under  the  hope  of 
beine  admitted  as  an  approver:  (2  Buss.  Crim.  Law,  830.)  It  is 
sougot  to  treat  M'Hugh  as  a  witness  so  far  as  to  deprive  him  of 
the  safeguard  provided  for  a  prisoner  by  the  statute,  at  the  same 
time  that  he  is  placed  in  the  position  of  a  prisoner,  so  as  to  pUce 
before  his  mind  all  possible  inducements  to  save  himself  from  the 
£Eite  of  a  prisoner,  by  giving  evidence  against  his  fellow  prisoners. 
In  this  respect  the  present  case  differs  from  those  in  whicn  a  party, 
not  a  prisoner,  having  come  voluntarily  forward  and  been  examined 
as  a  witness,  has  been  afterwards  put  on  his  trial,  and  his 
own  sworn  admission  used  against  him.  These  cases  went  on 
the  ground  that  the  witness,  being  a  free  man  at  the  time  his  evi- 
dence was  voluntarily  given,  was  free  from  the  disturbing  influences 
of  hope  or  fear,  which  must  influence  a  person  in  custody.  The 
course  here  pursued  was  an  application  of  the  French  system,  and 
quite  opposed  to  the  spirit  of  our  criminal  and  statute  law. 
(Counsel  cited  and  commented  on  Reff,  v.  DavUj  6  Car.  &  P.  177; 
R.  V.  ff/ueley,  8  Car.  &  P.  250 ;  Rep.  v.  Owens,  9  Car.  &  P.  83, 
and  238 ;  1  Phillipps's  Ev.  422  ;  1  Taylor.  722.) 

Major,  Q.C.  (with  whom  Ritbert  Johnstone). — At  common  law 
the  rule  is,  that  anything  a  party  says  or  writes  is  evidence  against 
him,  subject  in  criminal  cases  to  the  exception  that  the  statement 
should  be  voluntary :  (2  Rues.  Crim.  Law,  857 ;  2  Leach  C.  C.  552.) 
This  case  comes  under  the  rule  which  renders  the  evidence  admis- 
sible; because,  although  the  prisoner  was  is  custody,  he  thought 
proper  to  make  the  statement  of  his  own  motion.     There  are  two 
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questions  here ;  first,  was  this  statement  by  the  prisoner  roltintary ; 
secondly,  does  the  fact  of  its  having  been  made  on  oath  invalidate 
it.  The  case  stated  shows  that  the  prisoner's  statement  was 
voluntary.  In  Scotfs  case  (7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  169),  Lord  Campbell 
says  that  **  this  only  means  that  it  ^hall  not  l>e  induced  by  im* 
proper  threats  or  promises,  because  under  such  circumstances  the 
party  may  have  been  influenced  to  say  what  is  not  tnie,  and  the 
supposed  confession  cannot  be  safely  acted  on."  The  result  of  the 
authorities  is  thus  stated  in  Taylor's  Evidence,  724  :  '^  On  the 
whole  it  seems  clear  that  if  a  prisoner,  on  being  examined  as  a 
witness,  has  consented  to  answer  questions  to  which  he  might 
have  demurred  as  tending  to  criminate  himself,  and  which,  there- 
fore,  he  was  not  bound  to  answer,  his  statement  will  be  deemed 
voluntary,  and  as  such  may  be  subsequently  used  against  him  for 
all  purposes,  unless  he  be  protected  by  the  special  language  of 
some  statute."  It  has  been  urged  that  the  fact  of  a  statement 
being  on  oath  necessarily  involves  compulsion  of  some  kind,  and 
renders  it  inadmissible.  That  is  a  mistake.  If  a  man  comes  into 
court  with  a  written  statement  in  his  hand,  and  asks  to  be  sworn 
to  it,  can  it  be  said  that  it  is  not  a  voluntary  statement  ?  If  that 
test  be  applied,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  statement,  bein^  on  oath, 
does  not  necessarily  involve  its  being  involuntary.  Then,  with 
regard  to  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  was  in  custody,  and  the 
inference  that  has  been  drawn  that,  therefore,  the  information  was 
not  voluntary,  in  Reg.  v.  Glennar  (I  Ir.  Cir.  Rep.  359),  statements 
made  by  prisoners  in  custody  were  admitted,  because  there 
was  nothing  appearing  in  the  case  to  show  that  there  was  anv 
inducement  held  out,  or  threat  used  towards  the  prisoner.  (Ete 
cited  and  commented  on  Moore^$  cassy  2  Lewin  C.  C.  37  ;  MareUnit 
ccuey  1  Lewin ;  fFheater's  ccue^  2  Moo.  C.  C.  45  ;  Rea,  v.  Mercercn^ 
2  Stark.  N.  P.  Cases,  366 ;  Reg.  v.  ScoUy  7  Cox  Cnm.  Cas.  164 ; 
Reg.  V.  Crosakyy  ibidem,  68;  Reg.  v.  Balding^  2  Den.  C.  C.  430; 
and  Coggettn  com^  25  L.  J.  93,  M.  C.) 

Dowse  in  reply. — The  oath  taken  by  the  prisoner  is  a  material 
element  in  the  consideration  whether  the  confession,  if  it  can  be  so 
called,  is  voluntary  within  the  rule  r^erred  to.  Halts  case 
(2  Leach,  559),  shows  that  a  confession  made  under  the  hope  of  the 
party  making  it  being  admitted  king's  evidence  is  not  admissible. 
The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in  Reg.  v.  Boswell:  (1  Car.  &  M.  584.) 
In  that  case  a  statement  made  by  Boswell  was  given,  and  it 
appeared  during  the  progress  of  the  trial  that  the  prisoner  on  the 
night  before  he  made  the  statement,  said  to  a  constable  that  he  saw 
no  reason  why  he  should  suffer  for  the  crime  of  another,  and  that 
as  the  Government  had  offered  a  free  nardon  to  any  one  concerned 
who  had  not  struck  the  blow,  he  would  tell  all  he  knew  about  the 
matter.  The  judge,  when  his  evidence  was  given,  struck  out  of 
his  notes  the  statements  made  by  the  prisoner,  which  had  been 
previously  received  in  evidence.  It  has  been  said  in  the  coarse  of 
this  case  that  the  court  cannot  inquire  into  a  man's  motives  for 
making  a  confession  or  statement.     This,  as  a  general  rule,  ia  not 
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dispated ;  but  if  a  prisoner)  by  telling  another  his  objeet  in  making        ^^' 
a  confeesion,  can  discloee  what  is  passing  in  bis  mind  so  as  to  shut     m'H^qh. 

out  his  statements  at  such  time,  another  prisoner  can  equally  dis-        

close  such  an  object^if  not  by  words  by  such  anaot^  as  the  prisoner's  ^^^^' 
here,  which  is  only  referable  to  one  motive,  his  expectation  of  EvidMCB— 
being  receiyed  as  a  Crown  witness.  In  Rex  v.  BruAeg  (6  Car.  &  P.  Pnmmer*$ 
148),  a  statement  was  rejected  because  it  puiported  to  be  taken  on  <<«<«m«m'- 
oath.  The  same  rule  is  acted  on  in  Beff.  v.  Pldtersley  (9  Car  &  P. 
194)  and  lUx  v.  WheaHey:  (8  Car.  &  P.  250.)  In  Rexy.  Dams 
(6  Car.  A  P.  177),  it  was  held  that  what  the  prisoner  said  before 
the  magistrate,  as  a  witness,  could  not  be  received  in  evidence 
against  her  when  she  was  on  her  trial  for  the  same  oiTence.  In 
Mex  V.  LewtM  (6  Car.  ft  P.  161),  Baron  Gumey  states  the  distinc- 
tion which  explains  the  apparent  difference  between  many  of  the 
cases.  In  that  case  several  persons,  one  of  whom  was  the  prisoner, 
were  summoned  before  a  magistrate,  touching  the  poisoning  of  one 
Elizabeth  Davis.  No  person  was  then  soecifically  charged  with 
the  offence.  The  prisoner  was  sworn,  and  made  a  statement,  and 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  examination  was  committed  for  trial  The 
judge  ruled  that  the  statement  was  not  admissible,  and  said,  **  This 
case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  the  one  you  have  cited  :  {Bex 
T.  TuMy^  5  Car.  &  P.  530.)  Under  the  circumstances  of  that 
casCi  I  should  have  been  disposed  to  agree  with  my  brother 
Yaughan.  I  remember  in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Walker ^  tried  in  the 
year  1806,  which  was  a  case  of  forging  a  will,  I  gave  in  evidence 
an  affidavit  made  by  one  of  the  prisoners  in  the  suit  in  Doctors 
Commons,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed.  But 
this  being  a  deposition  made  by  the  prisoner  at  the  same  time 
as  all  the  other  depositions  on  which  she  was  committed,  and  on 
the  very  same  day  on  which  she  was  committed,  1  think  it  is  not 
receivable.  I  do  not  think  this  examination  was  perfectly  volun- 
tary. The  cases  cited  for  the  prosecution  when  bankruptcy 
examinations  have  been  received  in  evidence  are  distinguishable 
from  such  a  case  as  this  for  two  reasons : — 1st,  In  these  bankruptcy 
cases  the  witness  is  compelled  by  law  to^  give  the  evidence,  and 
when  given  it  is  evidence  for  all  purposes.  2nd,  The  statement 
on  oath  has  been  made  in  another  matter,  and  when  the  prisoner 
was  not  charged  with  any  offence.  Notwithstanding  Mr.  Taylor's 
view  of  this  question,  pnnciple  should  exclude  this  evidence." 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

June  12,  1857. 

Lbfrot,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts. — In  an  information  a 
witness  never  states  anything  with  the  view  of  its  being  used 
against  him  as  here  it  is  sought  to  be  used.  When  under  an 
examination,  a  prisoner  after  being  cautioned,  will  state  everything 
which  he  thinks  will  make  for  himself,  and  it  is  a  most  important 
thing  for  the  prisoner  that  he  should  be  called  to  say  anything 
what  he  can  on  his  own  behalf,  because  it  gives  a  man  a  fair 
opportunity  if  he  have  a  real  substantial  alibis  or  any  other  fact 
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which  would  negative  his  guilt  to  make  it  available,  and  if  he 
afterwards  substantiates  the  account,  there  is  an  air  of  truthful- 
ness given  to  it,  which  it  would  not  otherwise  possess.  As  Lord 
Hale  says,  it  is  not  merely  optional  with,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
magistrate  to  give  a  prisoner  the  opportunity  of  stating  his 
defence,  and  of  putting  any  questions  to  the  witnesses  that  he  may 
think  useful  to  him.  On  the  other  hand,  here  you  would  seek  to 
begin  by  taking  an  information  from  a  man  as  a  witness,  bind  him 
over  to  give  evidence  and  then  offer  this  information  as  evidence 
against  him.  Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  and  in  absence 
of  all  authority,  I  do  not  think  we  should  allow  thui  information  to 
be  used  against  the  prisoner,  thus  depriving  him  of  the  benefit  he 
should  have  had  of  making  a  statement  fisivourable  to  himself,  and 
explaining  the  evidence  if  it  were  originally  contemplated  to  use 
this  information  against  him  as  a  confession,  a  statement  by  a 
prisoner.  We  have  examined  closely  the  authorities,  and  although 
there  may  be  observations  of  writers  to  the  effect  that  judges  have 
gone  too  far  in  shutting  out  such  evidence,  we  have  found 
nothing  to  force  on  us  the  admission  of  an  information  made  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case. 

Greene,  B. — I  felt  much  pressed  by  that  case  in  Carrington 
and  Payne,  which  seemed  a  direct  authority,  and  the  passage  in 
Tavlor  on  Evidence,  bearing  on  this  question.  I  have  thought  it 
right  to  look  into  the  cases  referred  to  in  Taylor,  and  find  that 
some  of  them  were  prior  to,  and  therefore  do  not  overrule  it.  My 
brother  Pennefather,  I  believe,  agrees  with  me.(i) 

Keoqh,  J.,  concurred. 


(6)  Bftron  Greene  cansed  it  to  be  oommnnicated  to  the  reporter  that  he  was  miatakeo  in 
euppofiing  that  Baron  Pennefather  agreed  with  him.  Baron  PenoefiOher  adhered  to  his 
original  opinion. — P.  J.  M. 
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JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  PKIVY  COUNCIL. 

December  5,  1857. 

Present :  The  Right  Hon.  Lord  Wensletdale,  T.  P.  Leigh, 
Sir  W.  1VG.ULE,  Sir  E.  Ryan,  and  Sir  L.  Peel. 

Nga  Hoong  v.  The  Queen,  (a) 

Cnmmal  jurisdicHon  —  Murder  partly  within  jurisdiction  —  Supreme 
Court  of  Calcutta — Limits  of  India  Compant/'s  charter — ^9  Geo,  4, 
c.  74,  s.  56;  9  Geo.  4,  c,  31,  s,  8. 

The  Stat,  9   Geo,  4,  c.  74,  s,  56  (applying  to  India  the  English  staL 

9  Geo,  4,  0.  31,  «.  8,  as  to  persons  dying  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
felonious  wounds  given  without  the  jurisdiction^  and  vice  versa)  does 

not  extend  to  persons  who  were  not  otherwise  amenable  to  the  criminal 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.     And  the  expression  *'  within  the  limits  of 

the  charter  of  the  said  united  company**  means  within  the  **  limits  of 

the  trading  charter,** 

THIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Calcutta. 

The  appeal  arose  out  of  the  following  circumstances : — ^In  or 
about  the  month  of  June,  1856,  the  appellants,  natives  of  a  part 
of  Burmah,  under  the  government  of  the  East  India  Company, 
were  apprehended  by  order  of  Mr.  Briggs,  the  Deputy  Commis- 
sioner of  Tavoy,  and  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace, 
on  the  charge  of  murdering  a  boat's  crew  of  natives  of  Tavoy,  in 
certain  uninhabited  islands,  called  the  Coco  Islands,  in  the  Bay  of 
Bengal ;  and  were  subsequently  sent  by  him  to  Calcutta,  to  be 
there  tried  in  the  Supreme  Court. 

Under  various  statutes,  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  has  always  practically  been  treated  as  applying  only  to 
crimes  committed  within  the  presidency  of  Calcutta  and  its 
factories,  and  to  crimes  committed  by  the  British  subjects  of  the 
Crown  within  the  mercantile  limits  of  the  East  India  Company's 
charter. 

The  Coco  Islands  are  not  within  the  town  of  Calcutta,  or  its 
factories,  and  the  appellants  are  not  British,  but  merely  subjects 
of  the  Crown. 

By  the  56th  section  of  the  act  9  Geo.  4,  c  74,  it  was  provided 
'*  that  where  any  person  being  feloniously  stricken,  poisoned,  or 
otherwise  hurt,  at  any  place  whatsoever,  either  upon  the  land  or 

(a)  Reported  by  Jamsb  Patssson,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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NoA  Hoo2fo  at  sea,  within  the  limits  of  the  charter  of  the  said  united  company, 

The  Qukbn.  ®^*'^  ^^®  ^^  ^^^^  stroke,  poisoning,  or  hurt,  at  any  place  without 

those  limits ;  or,  being  feloniously  stricken,  poisoned,  or  otherwise 

1857.        hurt,  at  any  place  whatsoever,  either  upon  land  or  at  sea,  shall  die 
MurZr—     ^^  ®^^'^  stroke,  poisoning  or  hurt,  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  every 

Jurisdiction—  ofTencc  Committed  in  respect  of  any  such  case,  whether  the  same 

Supreme  Court  ghall  amount  to  the  offence  of  murder  or  of  manslaughter,  or  of 
India  cW^   being  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact  to  murder  or  manslaughter, 

pany't  charter,  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  determined  and  punished  by 
any  of  His  Majesty's  courts  of  justice  within  the  Britisn  territories 
under  the  government  of  the  said  united  company,  in  the  same 
manner  in  all  respects  as  if  such  offence  had  been  wholly  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which 
such  offender  shall  be  apprehended  or  be  in  custody." 

The  object  of  this  act,  as  appearing  by  the  preamble  thereto,  was 
to  extend  to  India,  and  to  those  who  were  subject  to  the  criminal 
law  of  England,  divers  alterations  which  had  then  lately  been 
made  in  the  criminal  law  of  England  by  authority  of  Parliament. 

Shortly  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  an  act  of  Parliament  was 
passed  (9  Geo.  4,  c.  31),  the  8th  section  of  which  provided  "  that 
where  any  person  being  feloniously  poisoned,  or  otherwise  hurt 
upon  the  sea,  or  at  any  place  out  of  England,  shall  die  of  such 
stroke,  poisoning,  or  hurt  in  England,  or  being  feloniously  stricken, 
poisoned,  or  otherwise  hurt  at  any  place  in  England,  Jiall  die  of 
such  stroke,  poisoning  or  hurt,  upon  the  sea  or  at  any  plaoe  out 
of  England,  every  offence  committed  in  respect  of  any  such  case, 
whether  the  same  shall  amount  to  the  offence  of  murder  or  of 
manslaughter,  or  of  being  accessory  before  the  fact  to  murder,  or 
after  the  fact  to  murder  or  manslaughter,  may  be  dealt  with, 
inquired  of,  tried,  determined  and  punished  in  the  county  or  place 
in  England  in  which  such  death-stroke,  poisoning,  or  hurt  shall 
happen,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  such  ofifence  had 
been  wholly  committed  in  that  county  or  place." 

The  appellants  submitted  that  sect.  56  of  the  act  9  Oeo.  4,  a  74, 
was  framed  as  and  was  intended  to  be  an  adoption  of  sect.  8  of 
the  act  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  so  as  to  make  similar  alterations  In  the 
English  criminal  law  when  administered  in  India,  and  was  not 
intended  to  render  any  person  subject  to  the  criminal  jurisdiction 
of  the  Supreme  Court  who  was  not  previously  subject  thereto, 
and  was  not  intended  to  give  the  Supreme  Court  a  general 
jurisdiction  over  all  natives  in  cases  of  murder  and  manslaughter ; 
and  that  this  was  the  just  result  to  be  collected  from  a  consideration 
of  the  preamble  and  the  various  provisions  of  the  act. 

The  appellants  were  found  guilty  under  the  indictment  preferred 
against  them,  found  on  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  74,  s.  56.  The 
question  of  jurisdiction  having  been  reserved,  and  argued  before  the 
Supreme  Court,  twojudges,  viz.,  the  Chief  Justice  and  Buller,  J., 
were  in  favour  of  sustaining  the  jurisdiction :  while  Jackson,  J., 
dissented  Execution  of  the  sentence  having  been  respited,  the 
prisoners  now  appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 
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msnramy  Q.  C,  Farsy^,  Q.  C.  and  MeboiUe,  for  the  appellants,  ^^  ^ooho 
contended  that  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  74,  did  not  extend  the  j„b  qitbbh. 

jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  persons  who  were  not  previously        

subject  to  its  jurisdiction :  {Dom  v.  The  King,  1  Moore  Ind.  Ap.        ^^^^' 
C.  67  ;  Russell  on  Crimes,  68,  69;  VaUance  v.  Liddelly  9  A.  &  £.     Murdet^ 
932 ;  Lyde  v,  Bernard^  1  M.  &  W.  101.)  JmisdictUmr-- 

The  Solicitor-General  (Keating)  and   Webby ^  for  the  Crown,  ^^I*^^^^ 
contended  that  the  word  '^  person''  being  general,  and  there  being    i^^oia  Catn- 
no  limitation,  the  statute  must  be  held  to  apply  to  all.  pan^^s  than&r, 

Wigram  replied. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Lord  Wensletdalb. — Their  Lordships  in  this  case  have  had 
an  opportunity  of  consulting  the  arguments  in  the  Court  of 
Calcutta,  which  are  ably  and  perspicuously  stated  by  the  Chief 
Justice  and  BuUer,  J.,  on  one  side,  and  Jackson,  J.,  on  the  other, 
They  have  heard  as  well  everr  argument  which  could  be  advanced 
either  in  favour  of  the  conviction  or  against  it  at  the  bar ;  and 
having  formed  their  conclusion,  and  entertaining  no  doubt  upon 
the  question,  they  think  it  would  be  improper  to  create  any 
further  delay  for  the  purpose  of  considering  this  case.  They  are 
quite  satisfied  that  the  judgment  cannot  be  supported,  and  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong.  The  question  in  this  case  depends  entirely 
upon  the  construction  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  74,  and  of  the  56th 
section  of  that  act,  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  preamble.  Now 
there  is  nothing  more  clear  than  that,  with  respect  to  the  criminal 
law,  the  construction  is  always  to  be  strict;  and  putting  a  strict 
construction  upon  the  56th  section  of  this  act,  we  have  no  doubt 
that  it  was  not  meant  to  apply  to  a  case  of  this  kind,  but  that,  in 
the  first  place,  it  extends  only  to  persons  who  were  otherwise 
amenable  to  the  criminal  juris^ction  of  the  court  at  Calcutta,  who 
are  the  persons  described  in  the  first  section,  and  that  by  the 
language  of  the  section  in  question,  it  applies  only  to  cases  in 
which  the  felony  or  crime  has  been  committed,  by  persons  who 
could  commit  that  crime,  partly  within  the  jurisdiction  and  partly 
without.  The  object  of  the  statute,  as  appears  by  the  recital,  was 
for  the  purpose  of  applying  and  extending  to  the  British  territories 
in  India  the  same  provisions  as  had  been  recently  made  for  England 
with  respect  to  ofiences  committed  in  two  different  places,  or 
partially  committed  in  one  place  and  accomplished  in  another,  which 
provisions  had  been  the  subject  of  a  recent  enactment  in  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c  31.  The  preamble  describes  that  to  have  been  the 
object  of  the  statute ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  we  must 
consider  the  preamble  as  a  key  to  the  construction  of  the  statute, 
though  it  would  not,  of  course,  control  every  provision,  for  we 
very  often  find  that  the  subsequent  provisions  of  a  statute  extend 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  preamble.  The  statute  goes  on  to  say 
that  the  object  being  that  the  ^*  alterations  should  be  extended  to 
the  British  territories  under  the  government  of  the  United 
Company  of  Merchants  of  England  trading  to  the  East  Indies,"  it 
is  therefore  enacted  that  the  act  *^  shall  extend  to  all  persons  and 
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NoA  HooNo  all  places,  as  well  on  land  as  on  the  high  seas,  over  whom  or  which 
Turn  QvEKs,  ^^^  criminal  jurisdiction  of  any  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of  justice 

'  erected  or  to  be  erected  within  the  British  territories  under  the 

1857.       government  of    the   United   Company    does  or  shall  hereafter 
Mwder^     extend/    Now  that  clause  clearly  shows  that  the  object  of  the 
JuriadicHon^  Statute  was  that  it  should  apply  to  such  persons.     The  Solicitor- 
^^f^'^J^Lt^^  General  says  that  the  wora  "  extend  "  is  not  to  be  construed  to 
fndia  Com-    coi^^QG  it  to  such  persous,  and  that  it  is  not  to  limit  the  jurisdiction. 
pca^t  charter.  But  the  word  ^'  extend  ^  is  to  be  explained  by  the  preamble,  which 
states  the  object  of  the  statute  to  be  to  extend  the  recent  enact- 
ments of  the  act  which  is  in  force  to  the  East  Indies,  and  the 
word  ^*  extend  "  is  to  be  read  as  if  it  were  **  apply*"    Then  we 
must  consider  whether  the  56  th  section  applies  merely  to  those 

Eersonsy  or  whether,  as  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  BuUer 
ave  stated,  it  extends  beyond  the  preamble,  and  applies  to  an 
offence  completely  committed  within  the  limits  of  the  company's 
trading  charter,  but  not  within  the  limits  of  Calcutta.  Now, 
reading  that  clause,  we  think  there  is  really  no  difficulty  in  saying 
that  the  sole  object  of  it  was  that  it  should  apply  to  offences 
partially  committed  in  one  district  and  completed  in  another.  The 
word  "  feloniously,"  at  the  commencement  of  that  clause,  seems  to 
show  that  it  was  meant  that  at  the  time  when  the  person  gave  the 
original  stroke  he  was  a  person  capable  of  committing  felony.  One 
question  raised  before  us  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellants, 
is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  **  within  the  limits  of  the  charter 
of  the  said  United  Company  ?"  On  that  point  I  believe  their 
Lordships  have  not  the  slightest  difficulty.  Those  words  are  to  be 
construed  in  the  same  way  as  they  are  used  in  the  statute  9f 
26  Geo.  3,  to  which  this  statute  forms  an  addition.  They  are  to 
be  construed  to  mean  within  the  limits  of  the  trading  charter  of 
the  company.  So  far,  therefore,  as  regards  the  place  of  committing 
the  offence,  this  was  an  offence  committed  within  those  limits,  and 
the  court  had  in  that  respect  jurisdiction.  But  the  words  of  the 
section  do  not  apply  to  entire  offences,  begun  and  completed 
within  the  jurisdiction,  but  to  those  partly  committed  within  and 

Eartly  without,  which  are  put  on  the  same  footing  as  if  they  had 
een  ^*  wholly  committed  within  the  jurisdiction.  It  is  perfectly 
clear  that  the  term  ^'  wholly  "  shows  the  intention  of  the  L^s- 
lature  to  be,  that  the  section  should  apply  only  to  that  description 
of  the  case ;  and  it  cannot  have  the  sense  of  '*  actually  committed  " 

Sut  upon  it,  as  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  without 
oing  violence  to  the  words.  Therefore,  it  appears  to  us,  pro- 
ceeding upon  the  ordinary  rules  of  the  construction  of  penal 
enactments,  that  the  object  of  this  section  was  merelv  to  apply  the 
improvement  of  law  which  had  lately  taken  place  m  England  to 
the  case  of  persons  amenable  to  the  courts  of  justice  at  Calcutta, 
beginning  to  commit  offences  in  one  place  which  were  afterwards 
completed  in  another ;  that  it  does  not  apply  at  all  to  a  case  of 
this  kind,  where  the  persons  committing  the  offence  were  not 
amenable  to  the  court  of  Calcutta,  and  where  the  whole  offence 
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which  has  been  committed  was  within  one  jurisdiction.     The  court  ^^^  Hooho 
are  confirmed  in  their  opinion  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  x^s  Qubbh. 

with  respect  to  the  persons  to  whom  it  is  applicable,  by  the  last       

clause  of  the  127th  section.     It  is  introduced  at  the  end  of  this       ^^* 
statute  obviously  with  the  purpose  of  showing  what  class  of  persons     Murder^ 
were  liable  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  and  it  extends  the  Jiirudtc^Km— 
liability  of  persons  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  beyond  what  it  ^?^L.^^ 
has  been  before.     That  section  enacts  ^*  that  all  persons,  whether    /^^  Ctm^ 
British  subjects  or  others,  employed  by,  or  in  tne  service  of,  his  panyt  charter. 
Majesty 9  shall  be  held  amenable  to  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  his 
Majesty's  courts  of  justice,  erected  or  to  be  erected  within  the 
British   territories,   under  the  government  of   the    said    India 
Company,  in  the  same  manner  as  persons  employed  by,  or  in  the 
service  of,  the  said  united  company,  are  now  by  law  subject  and 
amenable  to  the  said  jurisdiction.^  Before  that  statute,  British  sub- 
jects properly  designated  as  British  subjects,  that  is,  British-born 
subjects  and  persons  in  the  service  of  the  East  India  Company,  were 
liable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  Calcutta ;  persons  not  in  the 
employment  of  the  East  India  Company,  but  in  tne  employment  of 
his  Majesty,  were  not  so  liable.    This  statute  extends  the  liability  to 
those  who  are  servants  of  the  Crown  ;  and  that  provision,  finding 
its  place  in  this  act  of  Parliament,  raises^  in   their  Lordships' 
opinion,  a  strong  inference  that  the  statute  was  meant  to  apply  to 
DO  other  persons  than  those  who  were  liable  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  of  Calcutta,  to  which  the  last  clause  makes  a  coniderable 
addition.     Therefore,  looking  at  this  act  of  Parliament  altogether, 
their  Lordships  have  not  any  doubt  what  the  object  of  that  statute 
was ;  it  was  only  to  apply  the  law  which  had  been  lately  enacted 
in  England,  as  to  an  offence  partly  committed  in  one  part  and 
completed  in  another,  to  the  East  Indies^  and  not  to  make  a  new 
enactment  rendering  persons  liable  to  punishment  for  a  complete 
offence,  who  would  not  have  been  liable  before.     If  the  result  of 
our  decision  should  be  that  these  appellants  are  to  escape  from 
justice,  we  shall  regret  it;  but  it  is  a  matter  which  cannot  influence 
our  judgment.     If  the  Mofussil  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  now,  by 
virtue  of  the  East  India  Company's  regulations,  to  dispose  of  this 
case,  they  must  escape  justice ;  but  we  are  not  in  any  way  to  alter 
or  construe  differently  the  rules  of  the  criminal  law,  in  consequence 
of  the  supposed  justice  of  a  particular  case.     The  rule  is,  that  the 
law  is  to  be  strictly  construed  ;   and  so  construing  it,  or  even 
without  that  strictness,  the  construction  of  this  56th  section  appears 
to  us  to  require  us  to  pronounce  in  favour  of  the  appellants. 

Reverted, 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

November  30,  1857. 

(Before  Cockbuen,  C.J.,  Eble,  Williams,  Cbompton,  J  J., 

and  Channell,  B.) 

Reg.  o.  Closs.  (a) 

Forgery  at  Common  Law — False  token — Obtaining  money  by 

cheating — Indictment. 

Forgery  at  common  law  must  be  of  some  writing  or  document^  and^ 
therefore^  the  putting  the  name  of  a  painter  upon  the  copy  of  one  of 
his  pictures^  in  order  that  it  may  be  passed  off  as  the  original^  is  not  a 
forgery  at  common  law.  But  suck  passing  off  of  the  copy  of  the 
picture  as  the  original,  and  obtaining  money  by  means  of  such  false 
representation^  is  a  cheat  at  common  law. 

The  indictment  must^  however,  allege,  specifically,  that  it  was  by  means 
of  the  false  name  being  upon  the  picture  that  the  defendant  was 
enabled  to  pass  off  the  picture  to  the  prosecutor, 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  from  the  Central  Criminal 
Court  by  the  common  Serjeant  of  the  city  of  London. 
The  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  last  October  sessions  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  on  an  indictment,  the  first  count  of  which  charged 
him  with  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  and  upon  this  he  was 
acquitted.  He. was,  however,  found  guilty  upon  the  remaining 
counts  of  the  indictment,  which  were  as  follows :  And  the  iurors 
aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  present,  that  before 
the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence  in  this  count  hereinafter 
stated  and  charged,  one  John  Linnell  of  Redhill,  in  the  county 
of  Surrey,  an  artist  in  painting  of  great  celebrity,  and  well  known 
as  such  to  the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  had  painted 
a  certain  large  and  valuable  picture,  whereon  he  had  painted  his 
name  to  denote  that  the  said  picture  had  been  painted  hy  him  the 
said  John  Linnell.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Thomas  Closs,  being  a 
dealer  in  pictures,  well  knowing  the  premises  aforesaid,  and  being 
a  person  of  fraudulent  mind  and  disposition,  and  devising,  contriv- 
ing, and  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud  on  the  24th  day  of  July^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1857,  and  on  divers  other  days  between 
that  day  and  the  time  of  taking  this  inquisition,  knowingly,  wil- 

(a)  Beported  bj  B.  C.  Robinson,  Esq.,  BamiBter-at>Law. 
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fully,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  deceitfully,  and  within  the  juris-        Bbo. 
diction  aforesaid,  did  keep  in  a  certain  shop  wherein  he  the  said       oloss. 

T.  Gloss  did  carry  on  his  said  trade  of  a  dealer  in  pictures,  a  certain       

painted  copy  of  the  said  picture,  on  which  said  painted  copy  was        I8&7. 

then  and  there  unlawfully  painted  and  forged  the  name  of  tne  said     j.^~" 

John  Linnell,  with  intent  thereby  and  by  means  thereof  to  denote  FaUe  prdmeef. 

that  the  said  copy  of  the  said  picture  was  an  original  picture 

painted  by  the  said  J.  LinneU.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon 

their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  present,  that  the  said  T.  Gloss  well 

knowing  the  said  picture  so  in  his  possession  to  be  such  copy  of 

the  said  picture  so  painted  by  the  said  J.  Linnell  as  aforesaid,  and 

well  knowing  the  name  of  the  said  J.  Linnell  so  painted  upon  the 

said  copy  to  be  forced,  did  wilfully,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and 

deceitfully,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  offer  and  expose 

for  sale  the  said  copy  with  the  said  forged  name  so  upon  it,  and 

did  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  sell  and  put  off  to  Henry  Fitzpatrick 

the  said  painted  copy  as  and  for  the  genuine  picture  of  the  said 

J.  Linnell,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  H.  Fitz* 

Patrick  of  his  moneys  and  valuable  securities;  and  that  the  said 

T.  Gloss  did  so  fraudulently  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  H.  Fitz- 

Patrick  of,  and  did  so  fraudulently  obtain  from  the  said  H.  Fitz- 

patrick  valuable   securities,  to  wit,  a  cheque  and  three  bills  of 

exchange,  with  intent  to  defraud* 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further 
present,  that  before  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence 
in    this  count  hereinafter   stated   and  charged,  one  J.  Linnell 
of  Redhill,   in    the   county    of    Surrey,   an    artist  in   painting 
of  great  celebrity,  and  well  known  as  such  to  the  liege  subjects 
of   our   Lady   the    Queen,   had    painted    a    certain    large   and 
valuable  picture,  whereon  he  had  painted  his  name  to  ;denote 
that  the  said  picture  had  been  painted  by  the  said  J.  Linnell;  and 
the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  present, 
that  the  said   T.  Gloss  bein^  a  dealer  in  pictures,  and  being  a 
person  of  fraudulent  mind  and  disposition,  and  devising,  contriv- 
ing, and  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud  on  the  24th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1857,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid, 
unlawfully,  wilfully,  and  wickedly  did  procure  and  have  in  his 
possession  for  the  purposes  of  sale  a  certain  painted  copy  of  the 
said  picture,  on  which  said  painted  copy  of  the  said  picture  was  then 
and  there  unlawfully  painted  and  forged  the  name  of  the  said 
J.  LinnelL     And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid 
do  further  present,  that  the  said  T.  Gloss,  well  knowing  the  name 
of  the  said  J.  Linnell  so  painted  upon  the  said  copy  to  be  forged, 
did  then  and  there,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid  unlaw- 
fully, deceitfully,  wickedly,  and  fraudulently  offer,  sell,  dispose  of, 
utter,  and  put  off  to  the  said  H.  Fitzpatrick  the  said  painted  copy 
of  the  saia  original  painted  picture  with  the  name  of  the  said 
J.  Linnell  so  painted  and  forged  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
said  forged  name  of  the  said  J.  Linnell  for  a  certain  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1302.,  to  the  great  damage  and  deception 
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^■»-        of  the  said  H.  Fitzpatrick,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in 

CiloBs.       *^®  ^^^^  ^*^®®  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 

Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

1857.  ii  y^ag  objected  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  in  arrest  of  judgment 

jPj  that  these  counts  disclosed  no  indictable  offence,  and  the  judgment 

Falte  pret9»ce8.  was  respited  until  the  next  session,  that  the  opinion  of  this  court 

be  taken,  whether  or  not  the  second  and  third  counts  or  either  of 

them   sufficiently   showed  an  indictable  offence  at  common  law. 

The  prisoner  remained  in  custody. 

M^Intyre  for  the  prisoner. — The  second  count  is  bad,  for  it  does 
not  allege  a  cheat  as  against  the  public,  but  merely  against  a 
private  individual :  (2  Buss.  280.)  Again,  the  count  is  bad  for 
not  alleging  that  it  was  by  means  of  the  said  cheat  that  the 
money  was  obtained.  It  alleges  possession  of  the  picture,  the 
offering  with  intent  to  cheat,  and  the  obtaining  the  money,  but 
the  means  by  which  the  money  was  obtained  are  not  alleged. 
It  is  quite  consistent  with  that  count  that  the  money  was  not 
obtained  by  reason  of  the  name  of  Linnell  being  then  upon  the 
picture.  As  to  the  third  count.  The  crime  of  forsery  is  defined  in 
Buss.  318,  to  be  ''the  fraudulent  making  or  altenng  a  writing  to 
the  prejudice  of  another  man's  right,  and  it  clearly  does  not 
include  this  case.  Forgery  must  be  of  the  whole  or  of  some 
material  part  of  a  written  instrument.  What  was  done  here  was 
no  more  than  saying  that  the  picture  was  painted  by  Linnell. 
But  there  cannot  be  a  forgery  of  a  picture.  It  may  be  imitated, 
but  it  cannot  be  forged.  The  name  of  '^  Linnell "  is  no  more  than 
a  tree  or  a  house  painted  upon  it.  It  is  part  of  the  whole  thing 
imitated,  but  it  is  not  a  forgery.  Suppose  a  man  were  to  put  the 
name  of  Joseph  Manton  upon  a  gun,  and  pass  it  off  as  made  by 
that  maker,  surely  that  would  not  be  a  forgery  of  the  gun, 
although  it  might  be  a  false  pretence  knowingly  to  obtain  money 
by  so  representing  it.  The  name  of  a  painter  on  a  picture  is  no 
more  than  a  trade  mark  on  goods,  and  it  has  never  yet  been  held 
that  copying  trade  marks  is  forgery.  The  only  subject  of  foi^ery 
here  would  be  the  signature,  but  there  is  no  averment  that  tnere 
was  any  uttering  of  the  forged  signature  as  distinct  from  the 
picture,  even  if  that  would  be  an  offence.  Suppose  in  the  case  of 
the  gun  that  it  was  really  made  by  Manton,  but  that  his  name  wad 
put  on  it  by  some  other  person,  could  the  instrument  be  said  to  be 
forged,  when  in  trpth  it  was  genuine,  and  nothing  about  it  was 
spurious  except  the  trade  mark  ? 

Metcalfe  for  the  prosecution. — It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
that  the  cheat  was  one  which  affected  the  public  generally 
{AUeuvLS  ca$ey  Tremaine's  P.C.  109;  Re  Worrell^  ib.  106),  any 
fraudulent  device  calculated  to  deceive  a  person  of  ordinary  under- 
standing is  sufficient.  A  bare  lie  may  not  be  indictable,  but  if  to 
that  is  added  a  false  token,  then  there  is  a  cheat  at  common  law* 
The  third  count  is  a  good  count  for  forgery.  It  shows  tliat  the 
signature  of  Linnell  was  a  foi^ery,  and  that  the  prisoner  know- 
ingly put  off  the  picture  with  the  signature  upon  it     It  is  dis- 
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tinctly  averred,  therefore,  that  the  prisoner  uttered  the  signature       ^^' 
if  he  uttered  the  picture  with  the  signature  attached.     Suppose  he       oloss. 

had  uttered  a  separate  document^  purporting  to  be  a  certificate  of       

Linnell,  signed  by  him,  that  the  picture  was  of  his  painting,  that        ^^* 
would  surely  be  a  forgery,  and  the  fact  that  such  certificate  is     Forgery— 
oxx  the  painting  itself  will  not  make  it  less  a  forgery :  (22.  v.  Falu  pretmoeu 
Tashackj  1  Dear.  C.  C.  285  ;  23  L,  J.  51,  M.  C. ;  A  v.  Sharman, 
6  CoxCrim.  Ca8.312.) 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J.— If  you  once  go  beyond  a  writing  where  are 

iou  to  stop  ?    Could  there  be  a  forgery  of  sculpture  ^    There  is 
ere  no  allegation  of  a  distinct  uttering  of  the  signature. 
Metcalfe. — There  is  a  sufficient  averment  to  sustain  the  indict- 
ment after  verdict. 

Williams,  J. — It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  facts  here  that 
the  defendant  sold  the  picture  without  calling  attention  to 
the  signature. 

M^IrUf/re  replied*  Cur.  adv.  vulL 

JUDGMENT^ 

CocKBUBK,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  judgment  as  follows : — The 
prisoner  was  indicted  on  a  charge  of  having  sold  to  one  Eitz-* 
patrick  a  picture  as  and  for  an  original  picture  painted  by  Linnell^ 
when  in  truth  it  was  only  a  copy,  and  that  he  had  passed  it  off  by 
means  of  having  the  name  *^  J.  Linnell "  painted  in  the  corner  of 
the  picture  in  imitation  of  the  original,  which  bore  such  signature. 
There  were  three  counts  in  the  indictment.  The  first  was  fot 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretences^  on  which  the  prisoner  was 
acquitted.  The  second  was  for  a  cheat  at  common  law ;  and  the 
third  for  a  cheat  by  means  of  forgery  at  common  law.  As 
to  the  third  count,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  that  was  no 
forgery.  A  forgery  must  be  of  some  document  or  writing ;  but 
the  name  of  Linnell  in  this  case  can  only  be  regarded  as  an 
arbitrary  mark  put  upon  the  picture  by  the  painter  to  enable  him 
to  recognize  his  own  work.  As  to  the  second  count,  we  have 
carefully  looked  into  the  authorities,  and  we  think  that  if  a  person 
in  the  way  of  his  trade  or  business  put,  or  suffer  to  be  put,  a  false 
mark  or  token  upon  any  article  so  as  to  pass  off  as  genuine  that 
which  is  spurious,  and  the  article  is  sold,  and  money  obtained  by 
means  of  that  false  mark  or  token,  that  is  a  cheat  at  common  law. 
As  for  instance  in  the  example  put  of  a  man  selling  a  gun  with  the 
mark  of  a  particular  manufacturer  upon  it,  he  intending  to  have 
it  believed  that  it  was  the  work  of  such  manufacturer,  but  well 
knowing  it  was  not  so,  that  would  be  a  cheat,  and  the  seller 
would  be  liable  to  punishment.  But  then  the  indictment  must  be 
framed  to  meet  sucn  a  case,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  count 
is  not  so  framed ;  for  although  it  sets  out  the  false  token,  it  does 
not  sufficiently  show  that  it  was  by  the  means  of  that  false  token 
that  the  prisoner  was  enabled  to  pass  off  the  picture  upon  the  pro* 
secntor,  and  to  obtain  his  money.  We  think,  therefore,  that  this 
conviction  cannot  be  sustained. 
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^^'  Cbompton,  J. — With  respect  to  cheats  at  common  law  the 

Choaa,       modem  authorities  have  to  some  extent  qualified  the  older  onesy 
and  left  the  law  upon  the  subject  in  some  doubt.     In  this  case, 
however,  I  think  no  such  difficulty  arises^  and  I  therefore  agree 
Forgery^     with  the  rest  of  the  court  that  the  conviction  must  be  quashed. 
Fahe  preknceB.  Conviction  quoshed* 

Metcalfe  for  the  prosecution. 
M^Intyre  for  the  prisoner. 


1857. 
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April  24,  1858. 

(Before   Pollock,    C.B.,    Wightman,   Willes^  JJ., 

Bbamwell,  B.,  and  Btles,  J.) 

Reo.  9.  John  Jokes  and  Henbt  Jones,  {a) 

Larceny — Metal  fixed  in  land — Sundial  in  a  churchyard — ^7  4r  B  Geo.  4, 

e.  29,  8.  44. 

A  copper  sundial  fixed  on  the  top  oj  a  wooden  post  standing  m  a  church- 
yardy  is  metal  fixed  in  land  in  a  place  dedicated  to  public  use^  and  the 
subject  of  larceny,  within  the  7  ^  8  Geo*  4,  c.  29,  s.  44. 

THE  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  by  Bramwell, 
B.  :— 

The  prisoners  were  convicted  before  me  at  the  last  assizes  at 
Cardigan,  and  sentenced  each  to  one  month's  imprisonment  with 
hard  labour,  and  five  years'  reformatoiTy  on  an  indictment  under 
the  7  &  8  Geo.  4^  c.  29,  s.  44,  which  cnarged  that  thej  stole,  and 
that  they  ripped  with  intent  to  steal,  certain  metal  fixed  in  land. 
The  property  was  laid  in  the  perpetual  curate  of  the  parish  and 
in  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  naming  them. 

It  was  proved  that  in  the  churchyard  of  the  parish  in  question, 
stood  a  wooden  post ;  fixed  on  the  top  of  this  post  was  a  sundial 
made  of  copper.  This  the  prisoners  had  taken  off  the  post,  pro* 
bably  by  removing  the  screws  with  which  it  was  fastened. 

Entertaining  doubts  whether  the  case  was  within  the  statute^ 
I  reserved  the  case  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal. 

G.  Brahwell. 

Boweny  for  the  Crown. — The  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  44,  enacts, 
*^  that  if  any  person  shall  steal,  or  rip,  cut,  or  break  with  intent  to 

(a)  Reported  by  J.  Thompsok,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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eteal^  taxj  ^asa  or  woodwork  belonging  to  any  building  whatsoeTer,        ^^* 
or  any  lead,  iron,  copper,  brass,  or  other  metalf  or  anj  utensil  or      joKsg. 

fixture  whether  made  of   metal  or   other  material^  respectively       

fixed  in  or  to  any  building  whatsoever,  or  anything  made  of  metal        ^^^^• 
fixed  in  any  land  being  private  property,  or  for  a  fence  to  any    Larceny  qf 
dwelling-house,  garden,  area^  or  in  any  square,  street,  or  other  mttai fixed  to 
place  dedicated  to  public  use  or  ornament,  every  such  offender        ^^ 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be 
liable  to  be  punished  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  simple 
larceny,  and  in  case  of  any  such  thing  fixed  in  any  square,  street, 
or  other  like  place,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  allege  the  same  to 
be  the  property  of  any  person,"    A  churchyard  is  a  place  dedicated 
to  public  use  within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  and,  therefore, 
stealing  fixtures  out  of  a  churchyard  is  punishable   under  this 
section.     The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  not  distinguishable 
from    those    in  the    following  cases    reported    in    2    Russ«    on 
Crimes,  65: — '^Upon   an   indictment  for  receiving  stolen  brass, 
which    alleged    that    one    E.     Smith    had    been    convicted    of 
stealing  the  brass  fixed   in  the  churchyard   at  M.,*  that  being 
'a  place  dedicated  to  public  use,'  evidence  was  given  that  the 
brass  was  fixed  into  many  of  the  tombstones  in  the  churchyard; 
and  it  was  objected  that  the  words  ^  other   place  dedicated  to 
public  use  or  ornament,'  meant  places  ejusdem  generis  with  square 
and  street.     Bosanquet,  J* — This  sti^tute,  which  is  rather  par- 
ticularly worded,  makes  it  an  offence  to  steal  brass  fixed  in  any 
square,  street,  or  other  place  dedicated  to  public  use  or  ornament ; 
and  I  think  that  a  churchyard  is  a  place  of  that  kind  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act     If  the  prisoner  is  convicted,  I  do  not  say 
that  I  will  reserve  the  point,  but  I  will  take  it  into  further  con- 
sideration.    The  prisoner  was  acquitted:  {Rex  v.  BUck^  4  C.  &  P. 
377.)    In  a  previous  case  where  the  prisoners  were  indicted  for 
receiving  brass  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  brass  had  been  a  plate  affixed  by  rivets  to  a  tombstone  in 
a  churchyard,  and  that  the  tomb  was  formed  of  one  flat  stone  at 
the  top,  which  was  supported  by  others  underneath,  Yaughan,  B., 
at  first  said,  ^  The  words  of  the  act  are  very  genend,  and  I  think 
extend  to  every  kind  of  building ;  and  I  think  that  this  kind  of 
tomb  may  be  said  to  be  a  building.'    But  on  being  referred  to 
Rex  y.  Reece,  2  Buss,  on  Crimes,  65y  he  expressed  doubts  whether 
the  tomb  could  be  considered  as  a  building  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act.  It  was  then  urged  that  the  case  came  either  within  the  words 
'anything  made  of  metal  fixed  in  any  land  being  private  property,' 
or  a  ' place  dedicated  to  public  use  or  ornament;'  and   Yaughan, 
B.,  inclined  to  think  the  latter  words  sufficiently  general  to  include 
this  case,  and  the  prisoners  being  found  guilty,  be  postponed  the 
case  to  consult  Parx,  J.  A.,  J.  ;  and  the  prisoners  were  afterwards 
sentenced  without  any  notice  being  taken  of  the  point :  {Rex  v. 
John  and  Daniel  Janes,  MS.)"      It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that 
the  conviction  is  good. 
No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoners. 
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Rbo.  Bsamwell,  B. — My  difficulty  is  not  as  to  ft  chnrchyard  being 

'-  a  place  dedicated  to  public  use,  but  as  to  whether  such  a  place  is 

JL.        within  the  act.   The  statute  first  speaks  of  metal  £xed  to  a  building, 

1858.       then  of  metal  fixed  in  land^  being  private  property;  then  of  metal, 

'  part  of  a  fence,  to  any  dwelling-house,  garaen,  area ;  then  of  met^l, 

meiaifil^to  P^^  ^^  ^  fencc,  in  any  square,  street,  or  other  place  dedicated  to 

itmd.        public  use  or  ornament*     This  shows,  to  my  mind,  that  by  *^  other 

place  dedicated  to  public  use  or  ornament,"  was  meant  place 

gusdem  ffeneris  as  square  and  street,  and  I  doubt  if  a  churchyiud  is 

such  a  place*    Again,  is  metal  fixed  on  a  post  let  into  the  ground, 

metal  fixed  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  this  section  ? 

Pollock,  C.  B, — I  believe  all  the  rest  of  us  are  agreed  that 
this  was  metal  fixed  in  land,  in  a  place  dedicated  to  public  use, 
within  the  contemplation  of  this  section. 

Bbamwell,  B. — ^I  own  I  cannot  see  that  this  case  is  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  This  was  not  metal  fixed  in  land,  being 
private  property,  nor  was  it  part  of  a  fence  of  any  dwellings  house, 
or  of  any  square  or  street.  1  doubt  if  a  churchyard  is  a  public 
place  within  that  section,  and  whether  a  piece  of  metal  fixed  on 
the  top  of  a  piece  of  wood  fixed  in  the  ground,  is  metal  fixed  in 
land. 

WiLLES,  J. — If  my  brother  BramweD  were  right,  it  would  be 
an  offence  to  steal  the  iron  railing  of  Hanover  Square,  but  none 
to  steal  the  bronze  statue  of  William  Pitt,  erected  therein. 

Conmction  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 
April  24,  1858. 

(Before  Pollock,  CR,  Wighthan,  Willes>  JJ., 
BBAHWXLLy  B.,  and  Btlbs^  J.) 

Beg.  v.  Francis  Griffiths,  (a) 

Forfferj^'  ■  ■  Seeeipe — SignaiHre  of  agent — FrauduUni  imeriion  of  larger 

mm  than  paitL 

B*  woe  employed  to  collect  and  deliver  parcels  bg  a  railway  company^ 
and  foae  paid  a  mm  for  coUectingy  and  also  a  mm  for  delivering  each 
parcel.  The  station-master^  whose  duty  it  was  to  pay  B.^  falsely  told 
B.  that  the  company  had  determined  to  discontinue  paying  far  the 
delivery  of  the  parcels^  and^  to  pay  ordyfar  collecting.  The  station^ 
mastery  in  his  accounts  with  the  company^  continued,  to  charge  them 
with  payments  to  B,  far  the  delivery  of  parcels^  and  as  vouchers  for 
such  payments  wrote  on  the  side  appropriated  to  the  [oollectian  of 
parcels^  in  the  printed  farms  far  the  accounts  mppUed  by  the  company^ 
^  Received  far  A,"  which  a  servant  of  B»%  to  whom  he  paid  the 
moneys  due  far  collecting  the  parcels,  signed  Afterwards  the  station- 
master  secretly  put  a  receipt  stamp  under  the  signature^  and  wrote 
across  it  the  aggregate  amount  both  for  collecting  and  delivering  the 
parcels: 

Hdd  to  be  a  forgery. 

THE  following  case  vras  reserved  and  stated  by  Bramwell, 
B.:— 
The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  me,  at  the  last  Carmar- 
thenshire assizes,  of  foigexr,  and  sentenced  to  one  year's  imprison- 
ment, with  hard  labour.  He  was  station-master  at  the  Narbeth- 
ixmd  Station  of  the  South  Wales  Railway.  One  Bowers  collected 
and  distributed  parcels  that  were  sent  from  and  arrived  at  the 
station*  For  eacm  service  he  was  entitled  to  payment,  which  the 
prisoner  ought  to  have  made  to  him.  Printed  forms  were  furnished 
the  iHTisoner,  one  of  which  accompanied  this  case.  These  printed 
forms  he  had  to  fill  up  and  return.  He  told  Bowers  that  the 
company  had  determined  not  to  pay  him  anvthlng  for  delivery, 
but  only  for  collecting ;  Bowers  assented.    This  statement  of  the 

(a)  Reported  bj  J.  Thomfson,  Esq.,  Barrister^at-Law. 
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Bbo. 

V. 

Gbiffiths. 
1858. 


prisoner  was  untmey  and  he  continued  to  charge  the  company 
with  payments  purporting  to  be  made  to  Bowers  ror  delivery.  In 
order  to  furnish  a  voucher  to  the  company  for  these  alleged  pay- 
ments^ the  prisoner  continued  to  fill  up  the  sheets  as  before,  and 
then  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  dividing^line  he  wrote,  as  is  seen 
in  the  form  annexed,  "  Reced.  for  Wm.  Bowers.**  The  prisoner 
paid  Allen,  Bowers's  servant,  the  amount  of  the  right-hand  column 
only,  and  then  procured  Allen  to  sign  the  receipt,  and  when  Allen 
had  signed  it,  the  prisoner,  unknown  to  Allen  or  Bowers,  put  a 
receipt  stamp  under  Allen's  name,  and  on  it  put  a  sum  in  figures;, 
the  aggregate  of  both  colunms.  I  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  document  thus  added  to,  meant  ditferently  to  what  it  meant 
before.     They  found  it  did. 

The  conviction  is  ri^ht,  unless  I  ousht  to  have  directed  an 
acquittal,  as  to  which  I  have  to  request  uie  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  Uriminal  Appeal. 

Q.  Bbamwell. 

The  printed  form  of  the  accounts  annexed  to  the  case  was 
headed : — 

**  South  Wales  Bailway,  an  account  of  parcels,  inwards  and 
outwards.    Week  ending-^185    ." 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  material  part  of  the  printed  fimn 
falsified  by  the  prisoner : 


EXPBKSBS. 

A 

Defifeiy. 

Collecti]^. 

Paid  to  Bowers 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 

Paid   to   Bowwi 

Reced.  per 
Wm.  Bowen, 
Jno.  ADen 

\ 

• 

2 

stamp. 

2 

' 

1 

2 

4S900 

i 

£26 

J 

4 

ei3 

Saperintendent. 

"This  aceount  is  to  be  attached  to  the  weekly  abstiact  (No.  — ),  and  is  to  be 
accompanied  by  receipts  for  the  amounts  paid  for  collecting  and  deliveiy, 
either  on  this  or  a  separate  paper." 

Giffard  appeared  for  the  Crown,  but  was  not  called  upon  to 

argue. 
No 


counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
By  the  Couht. 
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COURT  OP  CRIMINAL  APPEAL, 

April  24y  1858. 

(Before  Pollock,  C.B.,  Wightman,   Willes,  JJ., 
Bbamwbll,  B.9  and  Btles,  J.) 

Reg.  v.  Moah.  (a) 

Ftnyery-^^Testmamal  of  eharaeter-^Letter, 

7^  forgwy  cf  a  Utter  of  recommendation  of  character^  with  intent 
fraudulently  to  obtain  a  eituatton  a$  a  poUce^constabley  it  an  ojffence  at 
common  law, 

TH£  following  case  was  reserved  and  stated  by  Bramwell, 
R:— 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  last  Chester  assizes. 

The  first  four  counts  of  the  indictment  charged  the  forging  and 
Bttering  by  the  prisoner,  of  a  letter,  purporting  to  be  written  by 
one  OaUey. 

The  next  four  contained  the  same  charges  as  to  a  letter  purport- 
in^to  be  written  by  one  Godley. 

The  ninth  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  forging  the  letter,  pur* 
porting  to  be  signed  by  Oakley,  with  intent  fraudulently  to  obtain, 
and  whereby  he  did  fraudulently  obtain,  a  situation  as  police  con* 
stable  in  the  Cheshire  force. 

The  tenth  was  the  same  as  the  ninth,  save  that  it  related  to  the 
letter  purporting  to  be  dgned  by  Godley. 

The  eleventh  was  for  uttering  the  two  letters,  knowing  them  to 
be  forged,  to  the  chief  constable  of  the  Cheshire  force,  with  intent 
to  deceive  him,  and  obtain  from  him,  he  having  power  to  grant 
it,  a  place  in  the  force,  and  whereby  he  got  such  place. 

The  twelfth  count  was  for  falsely  pretending  that  those  letters 
were  genuine,  and  therebv  obtaining  the  situation  of  constable. 

The  letters  were  as  follows : — 

^'  Chief  Constable's  Office,  Carlisle, 
"  Nov.  4,  1867. 

**  Sir, — ^I  am  directed  by  the  chief  constable  to  acquaint  you  that 

(a)  Reported  bj  J.  Thomfson,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
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Rko.  constable  Moah  resigned  his  situation  at  his  own  reqaest.    His 

^^'  character  very  good.     Inclosed  I  send  his  papers. 

'  "  I  am.  Sir, 

1868.  *^  Geo.  W.  Oakley, 

j^—  ^  «  Supt.  C.  and  W.  C-  C' 

orgety.         ^^  rJ^^  ^  whom  this  may  concern. 

*'  Liverpool,  May  18,  1857. 
«  No.  7,  Pleasant  Hill-street 

*'  Sir, — 1  hereby  certify  that  I  have  known  Chas.  Moah  upwards 
of  seven  years.  I  can  say  with  confidence  he  is  a  sober,  steady 
man^  and  I  can  with  great  confidence  recommend  him  to  the 
situation  as  police  constable. 

^'  I  have  had  him  in  my  employ  for  some  time,  and  found  him  a 
very  upright  man. 

**  I  am,  yours  respectfully, 

''  T.  Dunne,  Esq.  ^'  W.  GodleY.'* 

The  prisoner  forged  them  and  uttered  them  to  Captain  Smithy 
the  chief  constable,  and  by  the  means  of  them  got  a  situation  as 
constable. 

Entertaining  doubts  if  any  offence  was  disclosed  or  proved,  I 
reserved  the  question  and  released  the  prisoner  on  baiL 

G.  Bramwelu 

WIntyre  for  the  Crown — The  case  oiReg.  v.  Sharman^  1  Dearsly 
C.  C.  285,  is  precisely  in  point,  where  it  was  held  that  the  utter- 
ing of  a  forged  testimonial  to  character,  knowing  it  to  be  forged, 
with  intent  to  deceive,  and  thereby  obtain  a  situation,  was  an 
indictable  offence,  the  ground  of  decision  being  that  the  forging  of 
such  a  document  was  an  offence  at  common  law.  [B&ahwell,  B. 
-^That  case  was  not  cited  upon  the  trial.]  So  in  Reg^  v.  Toshack^ 
1  Den.  C.  C.  492,  the  forging  of  a  certificate  purporting  to  be 
made  by  the  examiners  of  the  Trinity  House  as  to  nautiod  skill, 
was  held  indictable  at  common  law.  [Pollock,  C.  B. — In  Reg^ 
V*  Hodgson^  7  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  122,  the  case  of  forgrns  a  diploma 
pf  the  College  of  Surgeons,  by  altejin^  it  so  as  to  make  it  appear 
as  if  issued  to  the  prisoner,  the  conviction  was  quashed  on  the 
ground  that  the  prisoner  had  no  intent  to  defraud  at  the  time  the 
diploma  was  foiled,]  The  police  regulations  require  that  such  a 
testimonial  should  be  procured.  [Beamwell,  B. — The  letters  are 
of  no  validity  in  themselves,  but  they  may  have  had  an  operation 
on  the  mind  of  him  to  whom  they  were  presented.  It  seemed  to  me 
at  the  trial  no  more  than  as  if  1  were  to  produce  an  invitation 
from  the  Duke  of  Wellington,  and  say,  see  what  a  respectable 
person  I  am.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  agreed  that  the  conviction  must 
be  affirmed. 

Bramwell,.  B. — It  seems  to  me  a  questionable  matter,  but 
I  do  not  say  that  the  conviction  is  not  right. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 

York  Spbing  Assizes. 

March  6y  1858. 

'(Before  Byles,  J.) 

Reg.  v.  Geobge  Beckwith  and  Others,  (a) 

Conspiracy — Forgery — Govemmeni  proseeuHonr^Eighi  to  reply • 

Ik  a  prosecution  directed  by  the  Poor  Law  Boards  counsel  for  the  Crown 
cannot  claim  the  right  to  reply  where  the  prisoner  calls  no  witnesses. 

THE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  conspiracy  and  for  foiling 
certain  voting  papers  at  an  election  of  Guardians  of  the  Poor 
at  Leeds. 

BUss^  Q.  C*,  Pichering^  Q.  C.»  and  Haines^  for  the  prosecution. 

Overendj  Q.  C,  and  Matde,  for  the  prisoners. 

Overend  cdled  no  witnesses. 

BKss,  therefore,  at  the  close  of  the  defence,  claimed  the  right  of 
reply,  inasmuch  as  the  prosecution  had  been  directed  by  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  and  he  appeared  as  the  representative  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  he  quoted  Beg.  v.  Gctrdner  (1  C.  &  EI.  628.) 

Byles,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  right  to  reply  where  the 
prisoner  caUs  no  witnesses  ought  to  be  limited  to  the  Attorney- 
General  when  prosecuting  in  person,  and  if  I  could  do  so,  I  would 
not  allow  it  even  in  that  case.  I  certainly  cannot  permit  it  under 
any  other  circumstances.  Bcply  refused. 

(a)  Reported  bj  B.  D.  M.  Littlbr,  Esq.,  Barriater-At-Ltw. 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT.; 

LiYEBPOOL  Spring  Assizes. 

Mardi  20, 1858. 

(Before  Mabtin,  B.) 

Req.  tf.  John  Andesson  Chbistie.  (a) 

Jfurder^-^Atiomeif'Geaeral  of  County  PalaHne^^Right  to  repfy. 

The  Attomey^General  for  the  Qmniy  PakOme  though  proieeuting  t» 
penon  has  no  right  to  r^ffy, 

THE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  murder  on  the  high  seas. 
BUsSy  A.  Q.  for  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  Edward 
Jamesy  Q.  C.,  and  Aspinally  for  the  prosecution* 

Tindal  Atkmaon^  Seott,  and  Littler,  for  the  prisoner. 

BUsij  at' the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the 
reply  under  any  circumstances,  as  he  appeared  ex  effiao  as  Attor^ 
ney-General  of  the  County  Palatine. 

Martin,  B. — I  cannot  admit  your  claim  Mr.  Attorney,  the 
right  is  a  very  objectionable  one ;  I  shall  limit  it  wherever  possible, 
and  I  wish  I  could  prevent  even  the  Attomey^General  of  England 
firom  exercising  it.  Beply  refuted, 

(a)  Beported  bj  R.  D.  M.  Littlbs,  Esq.,  Barristor-st-Law. 
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NORTHERN  CIRCUIT. 

0 

LlYEBPOOL  SpBINO   AsSIZES. 

March  20^  1858. 

(Before    Mabtin,  R) 

Beg.  v.  Thomas  Bioby.  {a) 


Fake  pretences — Attempt-^Emdenee, 

A  coUier  placed  certain  **  tallies^  in  a  tub,  whereby  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  the  talUes  would  have  been  hung  ona^^  taUy-boardj^^ 
and  he  would  have  received  payment  as  if  for  having  raised  as  many 
tubs  of  coal  as  ^  tallies  represented  : 

Heldy  that  these  facts  were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  complete  attempt  to 
obtain  money  by  false  pretences. 

^I^HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  attempting  to  obtain  money 
-1.  from  his  employer  by  false  pretences  The  facts,  so  tit 
as  was  necessary  to  show  the  nature  of  the  false  pretence  set  out 
in  the  indictment,  were  as  follows : — 

The  prisoner  was  a  collier  in  the  employ  of  Messrs.  Fletcher, 
and  the  system  pursued  at  their  collieries,  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  wages  to  which  each  workman  was  entitled,  was  the 
''tally  system."  Each  workman  was,  on  going  to  his  work,  supplied 
with  a  certain  number  of  tallies,  each  marked  with  a  number  cor* 
responding  with  that  marked  against  each  workman's  name  in  his 
employers'  books.  In  each  tub  of  coal  got  by  a  workman  he  placed 
one  of  his  tallies,  and  the  tubs  with  the  talnes  in  them  were  then 
sent  by  rail  to  the  canal  and  the  tubs  emptied ;  the  tallies  were  all 
put  in  one  tub  and  sent  back  to  the  pit's  mouth,  where  they  were 
removed  by  the  "  tally-man"  and  hung  upon  the  "  tally-board,** 
over  the  number  on  that  board  corresponding  with  the  number  on 
the  tally,  and  so  showing  the  amount  of  woric  for  which  each  man 
was  entitled  to  be  paid.  These  tallies  were  then  counted  by  the 
bookkeeper  and  that  number  was  booked  to  the  credit  oi  the 
workman. 

Overu  for  the  prosecution. 

Deighton  for  the  prisoner. 

(a)  Boported  by  B.  D.  H.  Littlkb,  Esq.,  Barmter*at-Law. 
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^"^*  The  evidence  showed  that  the  prisoner  was  seen  to  place  three 

BiQBT.      tallies  in  a  tab.  containing  other  tallies,  which   was  just  about 

to   be  sent  back  to  the  pit  from  the  canid,  by  which  means 

^^*       these    three    tallies    would,    in  due  course    have    been    placed 

Auw^to    ^^  the  tally-board  in  the  usual  manner;  they  were,  however,  never 

obtam  money  hg  actually  placed  on  the  tally-board,  the  witness  who  observed  him 

faUe  preteneet.  having  removed  the  tallies  from  the  tub  and  given  unmediate 

information  to  his  employer. 

Dewhton,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  these  facts  disdosed 
no  ouenoe  supportable  by  the  indictment,  for  that  in  order  to 
constitute  the  offence  of  attempting  to  obtain  money  by  false  pre- 
tences, evidence  must  be  ^ven  of  a  false  pretence  actually  made, 
and  of  an  attempt  by  means  of  such  fake  pretence  to  obtain 
money,  and  that  the  false  pretence  must  oe  such  as  might 
support  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences. 
In  this  case  the  false  pretence  was  not  complete,  inasmuch  as  the 
tally  never  found  its  way  into  the  hands  of  any  person  whose  duty 
it  was  either  to  place  it  on  the  board  or  to  deal  with  it  in  any  way 
likely  to  lead  to  the  obtaining  of  money,  and  that,  in  fact,  there 
was  nothing  which  could  be  called  a  false  pretence  practised  upon 
any  individual  in  particular. 

Mabtin,  B.  (after  consulting  Btles,  J.,  who  was  trying  civit 
causes.)— The  facts,  if  proved,  constitute  the  offence  charged, 
the  placing  of  the  tally  in  the  tub  by  the  prisoner  being  an  act 
done  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  which  was  not  due  to 
him,  and  with  the  intent  that  the  person  whose  dutv  it  was  to  do 
so  should  place  the  tally  on  the  board  whereby  he  would  have 
obtained  credit  for  work  which  he  had  not  done. 

7%€  prisoner  was  convicted. 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN^S  BENCH. 

May  5^  1858. 

(Before  Lefboy,  C.  J.^  Pebbin^  Cbahpton,  and  O'Bbien^  J  J.) 

Reg.  v.  Gallagheb  and  Twelve  Othebs.  (a) 

BidL — Conspiracy — Change  of  circumstances — Prohabiliiy  of  prisoners 
appearing  to  take  their  trial —  Trial  having  been  postponed^^-Indemni" 
Ration  of  bail. 

Where  an  application  to  admit  certain  prisoners  to  bail  had  been  rrfused^ 
on  the  ground  that  a  widespread  conspiracy  existed,  and  that  a  collec- 
tion had  been  made  to  indemnify  the  bail,  and  after  an  assizes  had 
passed  by  without  the  Crown  having  sent  up  bills  for  conspiracy,  the 
application  was  renewed,  the  alleged  purpose  of  the  collection  being 
denied  on  affidavit,  the  court  ordered  them  to  be  discharged  upon 
substantial  bail  being  given* 

THIS  was  an  application  to  admit  certain  parties  to  bail  who 
were  in  custody,  in  Lifford  gaol,  on  a  charge  of  sheep  steal- 
ing, pounded  on  the  informations  of  an  approver.  They  had  been 
in  prison  since  October,  1857.  Bail  had  been  refused  b^  the  local 
magistrates,  and  the  prisoners  had  applied  to  this  court  m  Novem- 
ber last  (6)  to  be  admitted  to  bail,  which  motion  was  then  refused 
on  the  grounds  of  there  existing  a  wide-spread  conspiracy  among 
the  peasantry  to  destroy  large  quantities  of  sheep  in  the  Gweedore 
district,  and  that  it  was  umikely  that  any  reasonable  amount  of 
bail  would  have  insured  the  attendance  of  the  prisoners  at  the 
following  assizes  to  take  their  trial  on  the  charge,  as  it  was  likely 
a  subscription  would  be  got  up  to  indemnify  their  sureties,  and 
enable  the  accused  parties  to  leave  the  country^  The  affidavit  of 
the  solicitor  for  the  prisoners  stated,  that  bills  of  indictment  were 
found  against  them  at  the  last  assizes  for  sheep  stealing  and  sheep 
killing ;  they  were  arraigned  and  pleaded  not  guilty ;  their  trial 
was  postponed  on  the  motion  of  the  Crown ;  an  application  was 
then  maae  that  they  be  admitted  to  bail,  which  was  opposed  by 


(a)  We  are  indebted  to  The  Irish  Jurist  for  the  Btport  of  tliu  Case, 
See  If.  Jor.  (NJ^.)  59. 
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Bbo.        the  Crown,  on  the  grounds  tljat  the  majority  of  this  court  had 

Gallagher    hefore  refused  a  similar  application,  and  that  a  fund  subsisted^  and 

AND        large  subscriptions  were  being  raised,  which  might  be  applied  to 

^"^^^      the  indemnification  of  parties  who  might  become  sureties  for  the 

1858.        accused.     It  further  stated  that  four  other  parties  had  been  in 

custody  on  the  same  charge,  who  were  equally  sworn  against  by  the 

^^  same  approver,  and  were  discharged  by  the  Crown  at  the  last 
assizes,  owing  to  the  evidence  being  uefective ;  that  bills  were 
sent  up  for  a  conspiracy ;  that  no  fund  exists  or  is  collecting  to 
indemnify  sureties,  but  ten  clergymen  are  collecting  subscriptions 
for  the  relief  of  the  destitute  inhabitants  of  Gweedore,  and  that  no 
money  is  collecting  for  any  other  purpose ;  that  this  was  the  sub- 
scription alluded  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  at  the  last 
assizes  when  opposing  the  application  then  made  to  admit  them  to 
bail,  and  that  all  the  prisoners  are  in  the  rank  of  small  farmers. 
There  were  afiidavits  from  each  of  the  prisoners  denying  their 

fuilt.  There  were  also  affidavits  opposing  the  motion,  made  by 
fOrd  George  Hill,  John  O'Bins  Woodhouse,  and  Thomas  Fitz- 
ferald,  the  Crown  solicitor,  which  latter  only  went  to  this,  that  he 
elieved  if  they  were  kept  in  custody  until  next  assizes  the  Crown 
would  then  have  sufficient  evidence  to  put  them  on  their  triaL 

A,  Normafiy  for  the  motion. — There  is  nothing  in  these  affidavits 
to  lead  the  court  to  the  conclusion  as  to  the  probability  of  those 
men  being  brought  to  trial  at  the  next  assizes.  If  there  was  not  an 
appearance  of  a  conspiracy  these  men  would  be  entitled  to  be 
discharged  on  bail,  x  ou  cannot  assume  that  the  sum  subscribed 
will  be  applied  to  indemnify  baiL  Two  of  the  clergymen  who 
were  getting  up  the  subscriptions  have  made  an  affidavit  denying 
the  intention  to  apply  any  part  of  it  to  such  purpose,  and  that 
large  sums  out  of  the  fund  had  been  already  expended  in  food  and 
clothing  for  the  poor  of  the  distressed  district  If  there  is  a  con- 
spiracy, there  are  persons  connected  with  it  above  the  position  of 
the  traversers.  On  an  application  to  admit  to  bail  persons  charged 
by  a  coroner's  jurv  with  manslaughter,  the  court  will  exercise  a 
discretion,  and  if  it  be  satisfied  that  the  offenders  will  be  made 
amenable  to  justice,  the  application  will  be  granted :  {Reffiiia  v. 
fVoods,  9  J.  L.  71.)  This  imprisonment  is  goin^  on  fast  to 
punishment.  The  application  of  the  subscription  is  sworn  to. 
We  have  removed  the  ground  of  the  refusal  on  the  occasion  of  the 
last  application  to  this  court 

The  Solicitor-General^  Smyly^  Q.C.,  James  Bobinsarif  Q.C., 
and  Robert  Johnson,  contra^  for  the  Crown. — This  is  not  an 
ordinary  case  of  sheep  stealing  or  sheep  killing.  There  is  no 
denial  on  affidavit  of  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  or  that  the 
prisoners  do  not  participate  in  it;  part  of  the  subscription  may  be 
applied  to  the  relief  of  bail ;  only  one  of  the  rev.  gentlemen  swears 
*'  he  has  not  and  will  not  apply  any  of  this  fund."  [Crampton,  J. — 
Mr.  Solicitor-General,  how  long  do  you  ask  to  keep  these  men  in 
gaol?]  Until  next  assizes — when  most  likely  they  will  be  put 
on  trial ;  and  if  not,  they  have  their  remedy  by  habeas  carpus. 


CBIBONAL  LAW  CASES.  511 

riiEi^BOT,  C.  J.-— It  18  more  a  question  as  to  the  amount  of  bail.]        Rbo. 
There  was  no  bill  sent  up  against  any  of  these  parties  for  con-  ^' 

spiracy.     [Leproy,  C.  J.— If  there  was,  I  should  hesitate  to     ^^^o""* 
comply  with  this  application ;  but  it  is  another  matter  where  bills      Others. 
have  been  found  for  sheep  stealing  only.]     No  reasonable  amount        '~ 
of  bail  would  insure  their  attendance  at  next  assizes.  _Ll 

A  Daw$e,  in  reply,  was  not  called  on.  Bail 

Lefbot,  C.  J  •  —  In  this  case,  which  came  before  us  in 
November  last,  in  the  shape  of  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
local  magistrates,  who,  having  all  the  circumstances  before  them, 
and  bei^p^  aware  of  the  state  of  the  country,  and  having  a  know- 
ledge of  the  facts  which  we  could  not  be  expected  to  be  in  posses- 
sion ofy  refused  to  admit  the  prisoners  to  bail,  we  were  tnen  of 
opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  reverse  the  orders  of  the  magis- 
trates, but  should  continue  those  persons  in  custody*  There  had 
been  a  sugcrestion  that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  very 
unlikely  if  allowed  out  on  bail  they  would  be  forthcoming  to  take 
their  tnaL  The  offehce  chai^ged  against  these  persons  was  a  con- 
spiracy to  effect  a  great  public  mischief.  It  was  not  an  application 
to  admit  to  bail  in  the  ordinary  case  of  sheep  stealing,  but  the 
ground  on  which  we  acted  before  was,  that  there  was  a  general 
conspiracy  to  perpetrate  a  great  mischief;  we,  therefore,  concurred 
with  the  magistrates,  that  it  was  necessary  to  have  them  amenable, 
to  detain  them  in  custody,  as  there  was  some  probability  that  bail 
alone  would  not  secure  their  attendance.  Since  then  a  very 
different  state  of  circumstances  has  arisen.  There  has  been  an 
opportunity  given  to  the  Crown  in  the  mean  time  of  achieving 
the  object  of  our  order,  viz. :  bringing  those  men  to  trial,  vindicat- 
ing the  law,  and  of  putting  an  end  to  the  public  mischief  before 
alluded  to.  No  bills  of  indictment  have  been  preferred  for 
conspiracy,  and  though  bills  were  sent  up  for  sheep  stealing, 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  these  acts  were  done  in  lurtherance 
of  the  alleged  conspiracy.  The  Crown  has  had  the  opportunity, 
since  our  order  in  November,  of  selecting  their  proceedings,  and 
looking  out  for  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge  against  the 
prisoners,  and  no  bill  has  been  preferred  beyond  a  biU  for  sheep 
stealing.  Under  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  us  it  would  be 
a  violent  stretch  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  hold  these  men 
in  custody  until  the  next  assizes,  they  having  been  already  in  gaol 
since  last  October,  and  time  having  been  given  to  the  Crown  to 
obtain  evidence,  we  feel  it  would  be  entrenching  very  much  on  the 
principle  on  which  this  court  acts  in  deciding  applications  of  this 
nature,  if  we  refused  to  admit  the  prisoners  to  bail,  upon  the  specu- 
lation that  further  evidence  would  be  procured,  ana  upon  a  mere 
suspicion  that  the  fund  collected  for  charitable  purposes  would  be 
applied  to  indemnify  the  sureties.  It  is  denied  oy  one  of  the 
trustees  of  that  fund  that  there  would  be  any  such  application  of 
the  money.  We  are  not  upon  a  mere  suspicion  to  keep  these  parties 
in  custody.  On  the  other  hand,  we  are  not  to  discharge  the 
prisoners  unless  they  give  such  substantial  bail  as  will  give  the 
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^^'       Crown  a  reasonable  prospect  of  their  appearing  to  take  their  trial 
Gallaohbs   upon  the  bills  foand  against  them. 

AHD  Crampton,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  my  Lord  Chief 

Others.  Justice.  If  this  case  was  before  us  under  the  same  circumstances 
1858.  ^  it  ^^  i^  November  last^  I  would  be  prepared  to  abide  by  the 
— --  decision  I  then  came  to  thereon ;  as  it  was  then,  the  Crown  had  not 
-St^  an  opportunity  to  prosecute  these  parties.  There  are  two  circum- 
stances I  rely  upon  in  addition  to  those  mentioned  by  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice,  that  the  former  order  was  merely  founded  on  the 
fact  that  there  was  a  wide  spread  conspiracy  through  the  county 
carried  out  by  the  wholesale  destruction  of  sheep ;  there  might  haye 
been  an  indictment  for  that  conspiracy,  but  no  such  indictment 
has  been  preferred  by  the  Crown;  they  have  preferred  indict- 
ments simply  for  sheep  stealing  and  sheep  killing,  which  are  in 
their  nature  such  as  come  properly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  and  the  magistrates.  £yen  supposing  that  the  evidence 
which  the  Crown  expected  was  in  existence— »and  I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  it  does  not  exist— is  the  time  which  has  elapsed  to  have 
no  influence  with  the  court  ?  An  assize  having  passed  without 
bills  for  a  conspiracy  being  preferred,  it  would  be  a  strong 
measure  to  keep  these  parties  in  custody  until  next  July;  it 
would  be  like  punishment  to  imprison  them  to  insure  their 
attendance  to  take  their  trial.  We  are  now  asked  to  continue 
these  parties  in  custody  because  the  Crown  solicitor  and  the 
stipendiary  magistrate  believe  they  will  have  evidence  before 
the  next  assizes;  but  they  do  not  say  they  have  it  now,  and 
as  far  as  I  see,  it  does  not  appear  likely  they  will  be  in  a  better 
position  then  than  at  present.  It  would  be  very  hard  to  keep 
these  parties  in  custody  on  such  a  speculation ;  undoubtedly,  they 
should  give  bail,  not  excessive,  but  substantial,  and  such  as  might 
be  satisfactorily  expected  from  men  in  their  position. 

Perrin,  J. — I  remain  of  the  opinion  I  formed  last  November. 
I  think  substantial  bail  should  be  required. 
O'Brien,  J.,  concurred. 

By  consent   it  was  arranged  that  the  stipendiary  magistrate 
should  measure  the  baiL 
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AFFECTING  THE  GBIMINAL  LAW»  PASSED  IN  THE  SESSION  OF 

PABLIAMENT  OF   1855. 


ADMINISTRATION  OF  OATHS  ABROAD  ACT. 

18  h  19  Vict,  Cap.  42. 

An  Act  to  enable  British  Diplonuztus  and  Consular  Agents  Abroad  to 
administer  Oaths  and  do  Notarial  Acts. — [2nd  July,  1855.] 

WHEREAS  by  an  act  of  the  sixth  jear  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  6  G.  4,  c.  87. 
chapter  eighty-seven,  powers  are  given  to  British  consuls 
general  and  consuls  to  administer  oaths  and  do  notarial  acts  in  the 
foreign  places  to  which  they  are  appointed  ;  and  it  is  expedient  that  the 
like  powers  should  be  given  to  ambassadors  and  other  diplomatic  agents 
,and  to  vice-consuls  and  consular  agents  abroad :  be  it  enacted  by  the 
Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  Commons,  in  this  present  Parlia- 
ment assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows : 

L  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  it  shaU  and  may  be  lawful  Omtht  may  be 
for  every  British    ambassador,  envoy,   minister,   charg^  d'affaires,   or  »^™n»'«'«d  by 
secretary  of  embassy  or  of  legation  exercising  his  functions  in  any  andother British 
foreign  country,  and  for  every  British  vice-consul,  acting  consul,  pro-  Ministen 
consul,  or  consular  agent  (as  well  as  every  consul  general  or  consul)  abroad, 
exercising  his  functions  in  any  foreign  place,   whenever  he  shall  be 
thereto  required,  and  whenever  he  shall  see  necessary,  to  administer  in 
such  foreign  country  or  place  any  oath  or  to  take  any  affidavit  or  affirma- 
tion from  any  person  whomsoever,  and  also  to  do  and  perform  in  such 
foreign  country  or  place  all  and  every  notarial  acts  or  act  which  any 
notary  public  could  or  might  be  required  and  is  by  law  empowered  to  I 

do  within  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland ;  and  every  |w 

such    oath,    affidavit^  or    affirmation,    and  every    such    notarial   act»  ^^ 
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18  &  19  Viet  administered,  sworn,  affirmed,  had,  or  done  bj  or  before  such  ambassador^ 

^-  *2.        envoy,  minister,  charge  d'affaires,  secretary  of  embassy  or  of  legation. 

Administration  vice-con8ul,   acting  consul,  pro-consul,  or  consular  agent,  shall  be  as 

o/OaUu      good,  valid  and  effectual,  and  shall  be  of  like  force  and  effect,  to  all 

Abroad  Ad.    intents  and  purposes,  as  if  such  oath,  affidavit,  or  affirmation,  or  notarial 

act  respectively,  had  been  administered,  sworn,  affirmed,  had,  or  done 

before  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  notary  public  in  any  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  or  Ireland,  or  before  any  other  legal  or  com- 
petent authority  of  the  like  nature. 
i!rf^*^*"ii?^      II.  Affidavits  and  affirmations  so  taken  as  aforesaid,  under  the  said  act 
Badore,*&c        ^^  ^^"^K  Grcorge  the  Fourth  or  this  act  shall  and  may  be  received,  read,  and 
abroad  maybe    made  use  of  in  and  before  any  court  of  law  or  equity  or  other  judicature 
oaed  in  coaru    whatever  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the  judges  and  officers 
mihe  United     thereof,  in  or  in  relation  to  any  action,  suit,  cause,  matter,  or  proceeding 
"^  ^"°*         in  or  before  any  such  court  or  judicature,  in  like  manner,  and  shall  be 
of  the  same  force  and  effect,  as  affidavits  and  affirmations  taken  in  or 
before  such  court  or  judicature,  or  by  any  person  duly  commissioned  or 
authorized  by  such  court  or  judicature  to  take  such  affidavits  or  affirmi^ 
lions,  and  shall  be  filed,  and  dealt  with  accordingly. 
Documents  to         III.  Any  document  purporting  to  have  affixed,  impressed,  or  sab- 
beadmiitod       scribed  thereon  or  thereto   the    seal    and    signature  of  any  British 
withont  proof    Ambassador,  envoy,  minister,  charge  d'affaires,  secretary  of  embassy  or 
of  the  seal  or     of  legation,  consul  general,  consul,  vice-consul,  acting  consul,  pro-consul, 
signature  of  the  or  consular  agent,  in  testimony  of  any  such  oath,  affidavit,  affirmation, 
ambassMior  or    ^j.  ^^^^  having  been  administered,  sworn,  affirmed,  had,  or  done  by  or 
person.    ^        before  him,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  any  such  seal 
and  signature  being  the  seal  and  signature  of  the  person  whose  seal  and 
signature  the  same  purport  to  be,  or  of  tibie  official  character  of  such 
person. 
Persons  XV.  Any  person   knowingly  and  wilfully  making  any  fklse  oatb, 

affirmiM  fidsely  ^®<^*^it»  ^^  affirmation  before  any  person  having  authority  to  administer 
guilt  J  of  .  8^<^h  oath  or  take  such  affidavit  or  affirmation  under  the  said  act  of  King 
perjury.  George  the  Fourth  or  this  act^  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  peijury,  and 

such  offender  may  be  charged,  proceeded  against,  tried,  and  dealt  with 
.  in  any  county  or  place  in  the  United  Kingdom  in  the  same  manner  in 
all  respects  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  in  such  county  or  place. 
Penons  V.  If  any  person  shall  forge  any  such  seal  or  signature  as  aforesaid, 

forging  seal  or  or  shall  tender  in  evidence  any  such  document  as  aforesaid  with  a  false 
•'^''*''*  6^^'y.or  counterfeit  seal  or  signature  thereto,  knowing  the  same  to  be  false  or 
^     ^°^*  counterfei!,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  upon  conviction  be 

liable  to  penal  servitude  for  the  term  of  four  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned, 
with  or  without  hard  labour,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years  nor 
less  than  one  year ;  and  whenever  any  such  document  has  been  admitted 
in  evidence  by  virtue  of  this  act,  the  court  or  the  person  who  has 
admitted  the  same  may,  at  the  request  of  any  party  against  whom  the 
same  is  so  admitted  in  evidence,  direct  that  the  same  shall  be  impounded 
and  be  kept  in  the  custody  of  some  officer  of  the  court  or  other  proper 
person  for  such  period,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  to  the  said  court 
or  person  shall  seem  .meet;  and  every  person  charged  with  committing 
any  felony  under  this  act  may  be  dealt  with,  indicted,  tried,  and,  if 
convicted,  sentenced,  and  his  offence  may  be  laid  and  charged  to  have 
been  committed,  in  the  county,  district,  or  place  in  which  he  may  be 
apprehended  or  be  in  custody ;  and  every  accessary  before  or  after  the 
fact  to  any  such  offence  may  be  dealt  with,  tried,  and,  if  convicted, 
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sentenced,  and  his  offence  laid  and  charKed  to  have  been  comtnitted,  in  i^  &  I9  Vict, 
any  coanty,  district,  or  place  in  which  the  principal  offender  maj  be        ^^^-  • 
tried.  


FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES  ACT. 

18  &  19  Vict.  Cap.  63.  \  , .  . 


i 


An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Law  relating  to  Friendly  Societies- 
—[23rd  July,  1855.] 

Sect  Xn.  The  act  of  the  thirty-ninth  of  George  the  Third,  chapter  Statntes  u  to 
seyenty-nine,  and  the  act  of  the  fifty-seventh  of  George  the  Third,  chap-  unlawful  opths 
ter  nineteen,  and  also  the  act  of   the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  of  ^^J^g^ietj^ 
present  Majesty,  chapter  forty-eight,  relating  to  unlawful  oaths  in  Ireland,  ^Q^^r  this  act 
shall  not  extend  to  any  society  established  under  this  act  or  any  of  the  or  any  repealed 
acts  hereby  repealed,  or  to  any  meeting  of  the  members  or  officers  thereof  ^ta. 
in  which  society  or  at  which  meeting  no  business  whatever  is  transacted 
other  than  that  which  directly  and  immediately  relates  to  the  objects  of 
the  society  as  declared  in  the  rules  thereof^  and  set  forth  in  the  certified 
copy  thereof:  provided,  that  the  trustees  or  other  officers  of  the  society, 
when  required  under  the  hands  of  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace,  shall  give  full  information  to  such  justices  of  the  nature,  objects, 
proceedings,  and  practices  of  such  society,  and  in  default  thereof  the 
provisions  of  the  acts  herein  recited  shall  be  in  force  in  respect  of  such 
society. 

XXTV.  If  any  officer,  member,  or  other  person,  being  or  representing  Punishment 
himself  to  be  a  member  of  such  society,  or  the  nominee,  executor,  ®*^5?°?,?* 
administrator,  or  assignee  of  a  member  thereof,  or  any  person  whatsoever,  ^^q^^  ^ 
by  false  representation  or  imposition,  shall  obtain  possession  of  any 
moneys,  securities,  books,  papers,  or  other  effects  of  such  society,  or 
having  the  same  in  his  possession  shall  withhold  or  misapply  the  same, 
or  shall  wilfully  apply  any  part  of  the  same  to  purposes  other  than  those 
expressed  or  directed  in  the  rules  of  such  society,  or  any  part  thereof  it 
shall  be  lawful  in  England  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  acting  in  the 
county  or  borough  in  which  the  place  of  business  of  such  society  shall  be 
situated,  upon  complaint  made  by  any  person  on  behalf  of  such  society, 
to  summon  the  person  against  whom  such  complaint  is  made  to  appear 
at  a  time  and  place  to  be  named  in  such  summons ;  and  any  two  justices 
present  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  such  summons  shall  proceed 
to  hear  and  determine  the  said  complaint,  in  manner  directed  by  the  act 
passed  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  her  present  Majesty,  chapter 
forty-three ;  and  in  Scotland  every  such  offence  may  be  prosecuted  by 
summary  complaint  at  the  instance  of  the  procurator  fiscal  of  the  county, 
or  of  the  society,  with  his  concurrence,  before  the  sheriff;  and  if  the  said 
justices  or  sheriff  respectively  shall  determine  the  said  complaint  to  be 
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proved  against  such  person,  they  shall  a^jadge  and  order  him  to  deliver 
up  all  such  moneys,  securities,  books,  papers,  or  other  effects  to  the 
society,  or  to  repay  the  amount  of  money  applied  improperly,  and  to  pay, 
if  they  think  fit,  a  further  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds, 
together  with  costs  not  exceeding  twenty  shillings;  and,  in  default  of 
such  delivery  of  effects,  or  repayment  of  such  amount  of  money, 
or  payment  of  such  penalty  and  costs  aforesaid,  the  said  justices  or 
sheriffs  may  order  the  said  person  so  convicted  to  be  imprisoned  in  th^ 
common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for  any 
time  not  exceeding  three  months :  provided,  that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  prevent  the  said  society,  or  in  Scotland  Her  Majesty's 
advocate,  from  proceeding  by  indictment  against  the  said  party;  provided 
also,  that  no  person  shall  be  proceeded  against  by  indictment  if  a  convic- 
tion shall  have  been  previously  obtained  for  the  same  offence  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act. 

XXIX.  If  any  person  shall  give  to  any  member  of  a  friendly  society 
established  under' this  act  or  under  anv  of  the  said  repealed  acts,  or  to  any 
person  intending  or  applying  to  become  a  member  of  such  society,  a  copy 
of  any  rules,  or  of  any  alterations  or  amendments  of  the  same,  other 
than  those  respectively  which  have  been  enrolled  with  any  clerk  of  the 
peace  or  certified  by  the  registrar,  with  a  copy  of  his  certificate  appended 
thereto,  under  cplour  that  the  same  are  binding  upon  the  members  of 
such  society,  or  shall  make  any  alterations  in  or  addition  to  any  of  the 
rules  or  tables  of  such  society  after  they  shall  have  been  respectively 
Q.nrolled  or  certified  by  the  registrar,  and  shall  circulate  the  same, 
purporting  that  they  have  been  duly  enrolled  or  certified  under  this  or 
any  of  the  said  repealed  acts,  when  they  have  not  been  so  duly 
enrolled  or  certified,  every  person  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  guilty  <n 
a  misdemeanor. 

XXX.  All  rules  and  tables  of  any  society  established  under  this  act 
or  any  of  the  said  repealed  acts,  and  all  alterations  and  amendments 
thereof,  and  all  copies  thereof  or  extracts  therefrom,  and  all  writings  and 
documents  relating  to  a  friendly  society,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  by 
the  registrar,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  be 
received  in  all  courts  of  law  and  equity,  and  elsewhere,  without  proof  of 
the  signature  thereto. 
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RELIGIOUS  WORSHIP  ACT. 


18  &  19  Vict.  Cap.  86. 


An  Act  for  securing  the  Liberty  of  Religious  Worship. — [14th  August, 
1855.] 

WHEREAS  it  is  expedient  that  the  laws  affecting  assemblies  for  i  W.  &  M. 
reHgious  worahip  should  be  amended  :  and  whereas  bj  an  act  ^*"'  i>  c.  ^8. 
passed  in  the  first  year  of  King  William  and  Queen  Marj,  intituled 
An  Act  for  exempting  Their  Majesties  Protestant  Subjects  dissenting 
from  the  Church  of  England  from  the  Penalties  of  certain  Latos^  it  is 
enacted  that  no  congregation  or  assembly  for  religious  worship  shall  be 
permitted  or  allowed  until  the  place  of  such  meeting  shall  be  certified 
and  registered  or  recorded  as  described  in  such  act :  and  whereas  by  an 
act  passed  in  the  fifty-second  year  of  King  Greorge  the  Third,  chapter 
one  hundred  and  fiflty-five,  intituled  An  Act  to  repeal  certain  Acts^  62  G.  3  o.l65. 
and  to  amend  other  Acts,  relating  to  Religious  Worship  and  Assemblies^ 
and  Persons  teaching  or  preaching  therein,  it  is  enacted  that  no  congre- 
gation or  assembly  for  religious  worship  of  Protestants  (at  which  there 
shall  be  present  more  than  twenty  persons,  besides  the  immediate  family 
and  servants  of  the  person  in  whose  house  or  upon  whose  premises  such 
meeting,  congregation,  or  assembly  shall  be  held,)  shall  be  permitted  or 
allowed  unless  the  place  of  such  meeting  is  certified  as  described  in  such 
act,  and  that  every  person  who  shall  knowingly  permit  or  suffer  any  such 
congregation  or  assembly  as  aforesaid  to  meet  in  any  place  occupied  by 
him,  until  the  same  shall  have  been  so  certified,  shall  forfeit  for  every 
time  any  such  congregation  or  assembly  shall  meet  a  sum  not  exceeding 
twenty  pounds  nor  less  that  twenty  shillings,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
justices  who  shall  convict  for  such  offence :  be  it  enacted  by  the  Queen's 
most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Lords 
spiritual  and  temporid,  and  Commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assem- 
bled, and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows : 

L  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  nothing  contained  in  the  No  prosecution 
above*mentioned  acts,  or  in  an  act  passed  in  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  ^  ^  °^°- 
years  of  the  reign  of  Her  M^'esty,  chapter  thirty-six,  shall  apply  to  the  Jl^^Mi^'fo, 
congregations  or  assemblies  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  any  of  them  ;  njigjoiu 

that  is  to  say,  worship  in 

1.  To  any  congregation  or  assembly  for  religious  worship  held  in^pl^o^ 

any  parish  or  any  ecclesiastical  district  and  conducted  by  the  "tJjSa."^ 
incumbent,  or  in  case  the  incumbent  is  not  resident,  by  the  curate 
of  such  parish  or  district,  or  by  any  person  authorized  by  them 
respectively : 

2.  To  any  congregation  or  assembly  for  religious  worship  meeting  in 

a  private  dwelling-house  or  on  the  premises  belonging  thereto. 

3.  To  any  congregation  or  assembly  fi)r  religious  worship  meeting 

occasionally  in  any  building  or  buildings  not  usually  appropriated 
to  purposes  of  religious  WOTship : 
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And  no  person  permitting  any  each  congr^ation  to  meet  as  herein 
mentioned  in  any  place  occupied  by  him  shtdl  be  liable  to  any  penalty 
for  so  doing. 

n.  So  much  of  an  act  passed  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  King 
William  the  Fourth,  chapter  one  hundred  and  fifteen,  as  enacts  that  Her 
Majesty's  subjects  profiessing  the  Roman  Catholic  religion,  in  respect  to 
their  places  for  religious  worship,  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  laws  as  the 
Protestant  Dissenters  are  subject  to,  and  so  much  of  an  act  passed  in  the 
ninth  and  tenth  year  of  her  present  M^esty,  chapter  fifty-nine,  as 
enacts  that  Her  Majesty's  subjects  professing  the  Jewish  religion^  in 
respect  to  their  places  for  religious  worship,  shall  be  subject  to  the  sam^ 
laws  as  Protestant  Dissenters  are  subject  to,  shall  be  respectively  read 
as  applicable  to  the  laws  to  which  Protestant  Dissenters  in  England  are 
subject  for  the  time  being  after  the  passing  of  this  act. 


YOUTHFUL  OFFENDERS  ACT. 
18  &  19  Vict.  Cap.  87. 


17  &  18  Vict 
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An  Act  to  amend  the  Act  for  the  better  Care  and  Refnrmation  of  Fouth" 
ful  Offenders^  and  the  Act  to  render  Reformatory  and  Industrial 
Schools  in  Scotland  more  available  for  the  Benefit  of  Vagrant  Children. 
— [14th  August,  1855.] 

WHEREAS  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  act  of  the  last  session  of 
Parliament,  chapter  eightj-six,  "  for  the  better  Care  and  Refor- 
mation of  Youthful  Offenders  in  Great  Britain,"  so  far  as  respects  the 
provision  thereby  made  for  charging  the  parent  or  step-parent  of  an 
offender  in  certain  cases  with  payments  towards  his  maintenance  or 
support :  be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Migesty, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal, 
and  Commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority 
of  the  same,  as  follows: 

I.  Sections  five  and  six  of  the  said  act  shall  be  repealed. 

n.  In  evesfj  case  in  whidi  any  juvenile  offender  shall  be  detained  in  a 
reformatory  school  under  the  said  act,  the  parent  or  step-parent,  if  oC 
suffficient  ability,  shall  be  liable  to  contribute  to  his  support  and  main- 
tenance a  sum  not  exceeding  five  shillings  a  week ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
in  England  and  Wales  for  any  two  justices  of  the  peace,  upon  the  com- 
plaint of  any  person  authorized  by  one  of  Uer  Majesty's  principal 
Secretaries  of  State  to  take  proceedings  in  that  behalf,  to  summon  the 
parent  or  step-parent,  as  the' case  may  be,  and  examine  into  his  or  her 
ability,  and  (if  on  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  they 
think  fit)  to  make  an  order  upon  him  or  her  for  such  weekly  payment, 
not  exceeding^  five  shillings  per  week,  as  they  shall  think  reasonable, 
during  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  detention  of  such  juvenile  offender 
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in  such  reformatory  school,  such  payment  to  be  made  at  such  times  as  by  18  &  19  Vict 
such  order  may  be  directed  to  the  person  so  authorized  to  take  proceed-        ^  ^7. 
ings  as  aforesaid,  or  to  such  person  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  from      ymMuI 
time  to  time  appoint  to  receive  the  same,  and  by  him  to  be  accounted  for  offaS^  Act, 
and  paid  as  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury  may  direct  

III.  In  case  default  be  made  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  in  payment  BeooTeiy  of 
of  any  sum  of  money  which  may  have  become  payable  by  such  parent  J^  ordered 
or  step-parent  under  such  order,  such  Bum  of  money  shall  in  every  such         ^  ' 
case  be  levied  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  by  cUstress 

'  and  sale  thereof;  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  justices  on  confession 
of  defendants  or  otherwise,  or  if  it  shall  be  returned  to  the  warrant  oif 
distress  in  any  such  case  that  no  sufficient  goods  of  the  party  against 
whom  such  warrant  shall  have  been  issued  can  be  found,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  justice  to  whom  such  return  is  made,  or  for  any  otl^er 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  same  county,  riding,  division,  liberty,  city, 
borough,  or  place,  by  his  warrant  as  aforesaid,  to  commit  the  defendant 
to  the  house  of  correction  or  common  gaol  for  any  term  not  exceeding  ten 
days,  unless  the  sum  to  be  paid,  and  all  costs  and  charges  of  the  distress, 
and  of  the  commitment  and  conveying  of  the  defendant  to  prison,  (the 
amount  thereof  being  ascertained  and  stated  in  such  commitment,)  shall 
'be  sooner  paid. 

IV.  In  Scotland  an  action  for  payment  of  sums  for  the  support  and  CoDtribution 
maintenance  of  a  juvenile  offender  under  the  said  act  shall  and  may  be  ^^^Z-^^ 
.raised  before  the  sheriff  or  any  two  justices  of  the  peace  within  the  Scotland, 
county  in  which  sentence  was  passed  on  the  offender,  or  in  which  tiie 
defender  in  such  action  may  happen  to  reside ;  and  such  action  shall  and 

may  be  brought  by  the  Procurator  Fiscal  of  the  Sheriff  Court  of  such 
county,  and  by  no  one  else  ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  sheriff  or 
justices  before  whom  such  action  is  brought  to  inquire  into  the  circum- 
stances of  the  party  sued,  and  to  decern  for  payment  of  such  weekly 
sum  not  exceeding  five  shillings  per  week  during  ^e  period  of  detention 
of  such  offender  as  he  or  they  shall  think  fit,  or,  in  his  or  their  dis- 
cretion, to  dismiss  the  action ;  and  such  decree  for  payment  of  a  weekly 
sum  shall  be  held  to  be  and  have  all  the  effect  of  a  decree  in  each  week 
for  payment  of  the  sum  ordered  to  be  paid  for  such  week ;  and  the  sums 
recovered  shall  be  accounted  for  and  paid  as  the  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Treasury  may  direct. 

V.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of  P»y™«?*»  ™*7 
State,  or  in  Scotland  for  the  Lord  Advocate,  from  time  to  time,  where  gecreuryof*^ 
such  Secretary  of  State  or  Lord  Advocate  shall  in  his  discretion  think  state  or  Lonl 
fit,  to  remit  all  or  any  part  of  any  weekly  payment  which  may  have  been  Advocate, 
made  payable  by  any  order  under  this  act.  I„  Scotland 

YI.  In  Scotland  any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  shall  within  juBtices  of 
the  bounds  of  their  jurisdiction  have  the  same  powers  as  are  by  the  said  peace  to  have 
recited  act  conferred  on  any  sheriff,  magistrate  of  a  burgh,  or  police  "^^  P^™ 

...  ''  o  *  with  enerm. 

magistrate. 

VII.  And  whereas  by  the  act  of  the  last  session  of  Parliament,  chapter  Powers  giren 
seventy-four,  intituled  An  Act  to  render  Reformatory  and  Industrial  ^  «l>«n^ 
Schools  in  Scotland  more  available  for  the  Benefit  of  Vagrant  Children^  17^&  °  S  Vict 
certain  powers  are  given  to  be  exercised  in  Scotland  by  sheriffs  or  magis-  c.  74,  maj  be 
trates :  be  it  enacted,  that  all  such  powers  may  be  exercised  by  any  jus-  ezerciaed  bj 
tice  of  the  peace  in  Scotland  within  the  limits  of  his  jurisdiction;  and  J^^^tieee. 
the  word  '*  magistrate"  as  used  in  the  said  last-mentioned  act  shall  be 
deemed  to  include  the  words  ''justice  of  the  peaces* 
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CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  ACT. 


18  h  19  Vict.  Cap.  126. 


B 


Urcenj,  &o. 
sumnuurilj. 


An  Act  for  diminishing  Expense  and  Delay  in  the  Adndmstration  o/" 
CfiminalJustice  in  certain  Cases. — [14th  August,  1865.] 

E  it  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Migestj,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and 
Commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of 
the  same,  as  follows : 
rjT'**  L  Where  any  person  is  charged  before  any  justices  of  the  peace 

■Jggai^jng  ij^,  "^^  assembled  at  such  petty  sessions  as  hereinafter  pronded  with  having 
pnmsh  persons  committed  simple  larceny,  and  the  value  of  the  whole  of  the  property 
charged  with     alleged  to  have  been  stolen  does  not,  in  the  judgment  of  such  justices^ 
exceed  five  shillings,  or  with  having  attempted  to  commit  larceny  from 
the  person,  or  simple  larceny,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justices  to  hear 
and  determine  the  charge  in  a  summary  way,  and  if  the  person  charged 
shall  confess  the  same,  or  if  such  justices,  ai^er  hearing  the  whole  case 
for  the  prosecution  and  for  the  defence,  shall  find  the  charge  to  be 
proved,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justices  to  convict  the  person 
charged,  and  commit  him  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 
there  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for  any  period  not 
exceeding  three  calendar  months,  and  if  they  find  the  ofience  not  proved 
they  shall  dismiss  the  charge,  and  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  person 
chafed  a  certificate  under  their  hands,  stating  the  fact  of  such  dismissal; 
and  every  such  conviction  and  certificate  respectively  may  be  in  the 
forms  (A.)  and  (B.)  in  the  schedule  to  this  act,  or  to  the  like  effect : 
accoMd  do  not  P^^ided  sdways,  that  if  the  person  charged  do  not  consent  to  have  the 
ooosent,  justice*  case  heard  and  determined  by  such  justices,  or  if  it  appear  to  such  justices 
to  deal  mth       that  the  offence  is  one  which,  owing  to  a  previous  conviction  of  the 
rniad  *^t*^"  person  charged,  is  punishable  by  law  with   transportation  or  penal 
servitude,  or  if  the  justices  be  of  opinion  that  the  charge  is,  from  any 
other  circumstances,  fit  to  be  made  the  subject  of  prosecution  by  indict- 
ment,  rather  than  to  be  disposed  of  summarily,   such  justices  shall, 
instead  of  summarily  abjudicating  thereon,  deal  with  the  case  in  all 
respects  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed  :  provided  also,  that  if  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  charge  such  justices  shall  be  of  opinion  that  there  are 
circumstances  in  the  case  which  render  it  inexpedient  to  inflict  any 
punishment,  they  shaU   have   power  to   dismiss   the  person  charged, 
without  proceeding  to  a  conviction. 

n.  Where  the  justices  before  whom  any  person  is  chained  as  afore- 
said propose  to  dispose  of  the  case  summarily  under  the  foregoing  pro- 
visions, one  of  such  justices,  after  the  examinations  of  all  the  witnesses 
for  the  prosecution  have  been  completed,  and  before  calling  upon  the 
person  charged  for  any  statement  which  he  may  wish  to  make,  shall 
state  to  such  person  the  substance  of  the  charge  against  him,  and  shall 
then  say  to  him  these  words,  or  words  to  the  like  effect :  "  Do  you 
consent  that  the  charge  against  you  shall  be  tried  by  us,  or  do  you 


If  parties 


passed. 


Jostioes  to  ask 
the  accnsed 
whether  he 
ooDsents  to  the 
charfi^e  being 
smnmarilj 
determioed. 
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desire  that  it  shall  be  sent  for  trial  by  a  jury  at  the  sessions  or  assizes'*  *®*  Ior^*^ 

(as  the  case  may  be)  :    and  if  the  person  charged  shall  consent  to  the       ^ ' 

charge  being  summarily  tried  and  determined  as  aforesaid,   then   the      Criminal 
justices  shall  reduce  the  charge  into  writing,  and  read  the  same  to  such    Jwiice  Ad. 

person,  and  shall  then  ask  him  whether  he  is  guilty  or  not  of  such         

charge  ;  and  if  such  person  shall  say  that  he  is  guilty,  the  justices  shall 
then  proceed  to  pass  such  sentence  upon  him  as  may  by  law  be  passed, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  in  respect  to  such  offence ;  but  if 
the  person  charged  shall  say  that  he  is  not  guilty,  the  justices  shall  then 
inquire  of  such  person  whether  he  has  any  defence  to  make  to  such  charge, 
and  if  he  shall  state  that  he  has  a  defence  the  justices  shall  hear  such 
defence,  and  then  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  case  summarily. 

in.  Where  any  person  is  charged  before  any  justices  at  such  petty  Persons churged 
sessions  as  aforesaid  with  simple  larceny  (the  property  alleged  to  have  J'^  larceny, 
been  stolen  exceeding  in  value  dve  shillings),  or  stealing  from  the  person,  ^i,"2[f 
or  larceny  as  a  clerk  or  servant,  and  the  evidence,  when  the  case  on  the  justices  in  pettj 
part  of  the  prosecution  has  been  completed,  is  in  the  opinion  of  such  Mssions,  and  be 
justices  sufficient  to  put  the  person  char^red  on  his  trial  for  the  offence  sentenced 
with  which  he  is  charged,  such  justices,  if  the  case  appear  to  them  to  be  ""***'""*• 
one  which  may  properly  be  disposed  of  in  a  summary  way,  and  may  be 
adequately  punished  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of  this  act,  shall  reduce  the 
charge  into  writing,  and  shall  read  it  to  the  said  person,  and  shall  then 
ask  him  whether  he  is  guilty  or  not  of  the  charge ;  and  if  such  person 
shall  say  that  he  is  guilty  such  justices  shall  thereupon  cause  a  plea  of 
guilty  to  be  entered  upon  the  proceedings,  and  shall  convict  him  of  such 
offence,  and  commit  him  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 
there  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for  any  term  not  .    . 
exceeding  six  calendar  months  ;   and  every  such  conviction  may  be  in  ^^„  ^i^^ 
the  form  (C.)  in  the  schedule  to  this  act,  or  to  the  like  effect :  provided  accused  that  he 
always,  that  the  said  justices,  before  they  ask  such  person  whether  he  is  is  not  obliged  to 
guilty  or  not,  shall  explain  to  him  that  he  is  not  obliged  to  plead  or  P^®^ 
answer  before  them  at  all,  and  that  if  he  do  not  plead  or  answer  before 
them  he  will  be  committed  for  trial  in  the  usual  course. 

IV.  In  every  case  of  summary  proceeding  under  this  act  the  person  ^^""^s  accused 
accused  shall  be  allowed  to  make  his  full  answer  and  defence,  and  to  have  ^fg^nQ^  ^f 
all  witnesses  examined  and  cross-examined  by  counsel  or  attorney.  counsel,  &c. 

V.  Where  any  person  is  charged  before  any  justice  or  justices  with  po^„  ^ 
any  offence  mentioned  in  this  act,  and  in  the  opinion  of  such  justice  or  remand  penons 
justices  the  case  may  be  proper  to  be  disposed  of  by  justices  in  petty  charged  to  next 
sessions  under  this  act,  the  justice  or  justices  before  whom  such  person  P*"^  sessions, 
is  so  charged  may,  if  he  or  they  see  fit,  remand  such  person  for  further 
examination  to  the  next  petty  sessions,  in  like  manner  in  all  respects  as 

a  justice  or  justices  are  authorized  to  remand  a  party  accused  under  the 
act  passed  in  the  sessions  holden  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  Her 
Majesty,  chapter  forty-two,  section  twenty-one,  or  under  the  Petty  Ses- 
sions Act  (Ireland),  1851,  section  fourteen. 

VI.  If  any  person  suffered  to  go  at  large  upon  entering  into  such  Forfeited 
recognizance  as  the  justice  or  justices  are  authorized  under  the  last- f^^"'"?^**  *<* 
mentioned  act  to  take  on  the  remand  of  a  party  accused  do  not  after-  ti,e™]"J""f  ^^ 
wards  appear  pursuant  to  such  recognizance,  then  the  justices  before  peace. 
whom  he  ought  to  have  appeared  shall  certify  (under  the  hand  of  two  of 

them)  on  the  back  of  the  recognizance,  to  the  clerk  of  the  peage  of  the 
county  or  place,  the  fact  of  such  non-appearance,  and  such  recognizance 
shall   be  proceeded  upon  in  like  manner  a.s  other  recognizances,  and 
VOL.   vii.  b 
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18  &  19  Vict  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of  soch 
c.  126.       non-ftppearance. 

Criminal  ^^  '^^^  justices  adjudicating  under  this  act  shall  transmit  the  con- 

Jvttice  Act,    miction,  or  a  duplicate  of  a  certificate  of  dismissal,  with  the  written 

charge,  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  and  for  the 

COTvictioM  and  defence,  and  the  statement  of  the  accused,  to  the  next  court  of  general 

?nerto'bB     "    ^^  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  or  place,  there  to  be  kept  by  the  proper 

retained  to  the   ofiicer  among  the  records  of  the  court ;  and  a  copy  of  such  conviction, 

quarter  iieMions.  or  of  such  certificate  of  dismissal,  certified  by  the  proper  officer  of  the 

court,  or  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  a 

conviction  or  dismissal  for  the  ofience  mentioned  therein  in  any  l^al 

proceeding  whatever. 

o^irl^titution      ^^^^'  ^*  ®^*^^  ^  lawful  for  the  justices  by  whom  any  person  is  con- 
of  property.       dieted  under  this  act  to  order  restitution  of  the  property  stolen,  taken,  or 

obtained  by  false  pretences,  in  those  cases  in  which  the  court  before 

whom  the  person  convicted  would  have  been  tried  but  for  this  act  may 

be  by  law  authorized  to  order  restitution. 
to^juT^"*        X.*  Every  petty  sessions  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  shall  be  an  open 
court,  and  held  Public  court,  and  shall  be  the  petty  sessions  holden  for  a  petty  sessional 
forpettj  division  ;  and  a  written  or  printed  notice  of  the  days  and  hours  for 

sessional  holding  such  petty  sessions  shall  be  posted  or  affixed  by  the  derk  to  the 

division.  justices  of  petty  sessions  upon  the  outside  of  some  conspicuous  part  of 

the  building  or  place  where  the  same  are  held, 
a  43  ^^1;^*^        IX.*  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  eleventh 
to  applj  to        ^^^  twelfth  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  forty-three,  shall  not  be  con- 
proceedings       strued  as  applying  to  any  proceeding  under  this  act. 
under  this  act       XI.  Every  conviction  by  justices  in  petty  sessions  under  this  act  shall 
Effect  of  have  the  same  effect  as  a  conviction  upon  indictment  for  the  same  offence 

oonviotion.         would  have  had,  save  that  no  conviction  under  this  act  shall  be  attended 

with  any  forfeiture. 

Proceedings  XII.  Every  person  who  obtains  a  certificate  of  dismissal  or  is  convicted 

under  this  act  a  uu^j^r  this  act  shall  be  released  from  all  further  or  other  criminal  pro- 
bar  to  further  -i.         o     .i  ^ 
proceedings.       ceedmgs  for  the  same  cause. 

No  conTiction  to  ^III-  No  conviction,  sentence,  or  proceeding  under  this  act  shall  be 
be  quashed  for  quashed  for  want  of  form  ;  and  no  warrant  of  commitment  upon  a  con- 
want  of  form,  viction  shall  be  held  void  by  reason  of  any  defect  therein,  if  it  be  therein 
alleged  that  the  offender  has  been  convicted,  and  there  be  a  good  and  valid 
conviction  to  sustain  the  same. 
Jostices  may  XIV.  Where  any  charge  is  summarily  adjudicated  upon  under  this 

rf  etMiisttu"*  *^*'  ^'  *^°  offender  is  under  this  act  convicted  by  justices  in  petty  sessions 
^^^  upon  a  plea  of  "  guilty,"  it  shaU  be  lawful  for  the  justices  by  whom  such 
charge  has  been  adju<&cated  upon  or  offender  convicted,  upon  the  request 
of  any  person  who  has  preferred  the  charge  or  appeared  to  prosecute  or 
give  evidence  against  the  person  charged,  if  such  justices  think  fit  so  to 
do,  to  grant  a  certificate  to  such  person  of  the  amount  of  the  compensa- 
tion which  such  justices  may  deem  reasonable  for  his  expenses,  trouble, 
and  loss  of  time  therein,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  regulations  made  or 
to  be  made  as  hereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  eyery  such  certificate  shall, 
when  granted  in  England,  have  the  effect  of  an  order  of  court  for  the 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  a  prosecution  made  under  the  act  of  the 
seventh  year  of  King  Greorge  the  Fourth,  chapter  sixty-four,  and  the 
acts  amending  the  same,  and  when  granted  in  Ireland  shall  have  the 

*  Sic  in  act. 
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effect  of  an  order  of  court  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  a  prose-  ^®  *  ^^  Vict, 
cution  made  under  the  act  of  the  fifty-fifth  year  of  King  George  the       ^  ^^^' 
Third,  chapter  ninety-one,  and  the  acts  amending  the  same  ;  and  the      Criminal 
amount  mentioned  in  such  certificate  shall  be  paid  in  like  manner  as  the    JiKewa  Act. 

money  mentioned  in  such  order  of  court  ;   and  all  certificates  to  be         

granted  under  this  act  shall  be  subject  to  the  like  regulations  made  or  to 
be  made  in  relation  thereto  as  the  certificates  mentioned  in  the  said  act 
of  the  seventh  year  of  King  George  the  Fourth  to  be  granted  by  examin- 
ing magistrates  are  or  may  be  subject  to  under  the  act  of  the  session 
holden  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  years  of  Her  Migesty,  chapter 
fifty-fiye :  provided  also,  that  the  amount  of  the  fees  payable  to  the 
clerks  of  the  magistrates  in  petty  sessions,  in  respect  of  any  proceeding 
under  this  act,  and  of  the  fees  payable  to  the  clerks  of  the  peace  for 
filing  the  depositions,  conviction,  or  certificate  of  dismissal  aforesaid, 
and  of  all  such  expenses  of  apprehending  the  person  charged,  and 
detaining  him  in  custody,  and  of  such  other  expenses  as  are  now  by 
law  payable  when  incurred  before  a  conunitment  for  trial,  may  be  added 
to  the  certificate  for  compensation  aforesaid,  and  paid  in  the  like  manner. 

XV.  In  every  city,  borough,  town,  or  place  in  England  where  any  Town  hall, 
petty  sessions  shall  be  holden  under  this  act,  the  town  hall,  court  house,  ^^^  ^°™*^  **^- 
or  other  public  building  therein  belonging  to  any  county,  city,  borough,  ^  boroueh  m«v 
town,  or  place,  or  any  court  house  in  such  city,  borough,  town,  or  place  bensedforpetty 
provided  by  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Mi^esty's  Treasury,  under  the  sessions  held 
act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  years  of  Her  Msgesty,  ^'^^^  **"■  ^^' 
chapter  ninety-five,  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  holding  such  petty 
sessions,  without  any  charge  for  rent  or  other  payment,  save  and  except 
the  reasonable  and  necessary  charges  for  lighting,  warming,  and  cleaning, 
when  such  public  building  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  holding  such  courts 
of  petty  sessions,  and  for  aU  other  expenses  necessarily  incidental  to  the 
use  of  the  said  building  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  courts  :  provided 
always,  that  the  necessary  arrangements  shall  be  made  so  that  the  sit- 
tings of  the  said  courts  of  petty  sessions  shall  not  interfere  with  the 
business  of  the  county,  city,  borough,  town,  or  place  or  other  business 
usually  transacted  in  such  town  hall,  court  house,  or  other  public  building, 
or  any  purpose  for  which  any  such  town  hall,  court  house,  or  other  public 
building  may  be  used  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  Parliament  in  that  behalf. 

XVL  Any  one  of  the  magistrates  appointed  to  act  at  any  of  the  police  Any  metro- 
courts  of  the  metropolis,  and  sitting  at  a  police  court  within  the  Metro-  I^^'*^"  H'c* 
politan  Police  District,  or  any  magistrate  appointed  to  act  at  the  police  ^l^na^^  ^ 
courts  of  the  Dublin  metropolitan  district,  and  sitting  at  a  police  court  magistrate  may 
within  the  said  district,  or  any  stipendiary  magistrate  appointed  for  any  act  alone. 
city,  town,  liberty,  borough,  or  district,  and  sitting  at  a  police  court  or 
other  place  appointed  in  that  behalf,  may,  in  the  case  of  persons  charged 
before  such  magistrate,  do  alone  all  acts  by  this  act  authorized  to  be  done 
by  justices  of  the  peace  in  petty  sessions,  and  all  the  provisions  of  this 
act  referring  to  justices  in  petty  sessions  shall  be  read  and  construed  as 
referring  also  to  such  magistrate. 

XVU.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  Nothing  to 
session  holden  in  the  tenth  and  eleventh  years  of  Her  Miyesty,  chapter  *^"**  provisions 
eighty-two,  "  For  the  more  speedy  Trial  and  Punishment  of  Juvenile  ^vx,  c  82  and 
Offenders,"  or  of  the  act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  thirteenth  and  13  &  i4  ^ct. 
fourteenth  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  thirty-seven,  ''  For  the  further 
Extension    of   Summary   Jurisdiction  in  cases  of  Larceny,"  or  of  the 
"Summary  Jurisdiction  (Ireland)  Act,  1861,"  and  this   act  shall  not 

b  2 


Xa  APPENDIX. 

18  &  19  Vict,  extend  to  persons  punishable  under  the  said  acts,  so  far  as  regards  offences 
^  for  which  such  persons  may  be  punished  thereunder. 

Criminal  XYIII.  And  whereas  the  fees  and  emoluments  of  clerks  of  the  peace 

Justice  Act,    for  counties  and  boroughs,  and  of  other  officers  of  the  courts  of  quarter 

sessions,  in  criminal  proceedings,  may  be  seriously  diminished  by  the 

As  to  comiiensa-       j.^^j^jj  and  effect  of  this  act,  and  it  is  just  and  reasonable  that  full 

won  to  clerks  oi*^  .«•  iiiutj*  i  f  . 

peace  and  other  compensation  for  any  such  loss  should  be  made  m  respect  thereof  to  such 
officers.  clerks  of  the  peace  and  other  officers  appointed  before  the  passing  of  this 

act :  be  it  enacted,  that  immediately  after  the  passing  of  this  act  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury  shall,  upon  the  application  of 
any  such  clerk  of  the  peace  or  other  officer,  by  such  means  and  in  such 
manner  as  they  may  think  proper,  inquire  into  and  ascertain  the  annual 
amount,  to  be  computed  upon  an  average  of  five  years  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  passing  of  this  act,  or  of  such  shorter  period  as  such  clerk 
of  the  peace  or  other  officer  shall  have  been  in  office,  of  the  fees  and 
emoluments  in  criminal  prosecutions  received  by  such  clerk  of  the  peace 
or  other  officer  ;  and  the  said  commissioners  shall,  upon  the  like  applica- 
tion, also  ascertain,  in  such  manner  as  they  may  think  proper,  the  total 
amount  of  fees  and  emoluments  in  criminal  prosecutions  received  by  such 
clerk  of  the  peace  or  other  officer  during  any  year  after  the  passing  of 
this  act  ;  and  the  said  commissioners  are  hereby  authorized  and  em- 
powered, by  warrant  under  their  hands,  to  award  to  such  clerk  of  the 
peace  or  other  officer  the  deficiency,  when  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall 
occur,  between  the  last-mentioned  amount  and  the  annual  average  amount 
so  ascertained  as  aforesaid,  and  the  sum  so  awarded  shall  be  paid  out  of 
any  moneys  which  may  be  provided  by  Parliament  for  that  purpose  ; 
provided,  that  in  all  cases  where  any  such  clerk  of  the  peace,  by  reason 
of  his  being  paid  by  salary,  under  an  order  made  by  virtue  of  the  act  of 
the  session  holden  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  years  of  Her  Mi^esty, 
chapter  fifty-five,  shall  pay  such  fees  and  emoluments'as  aforesaid  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  county  or  borough  for  which  he  is  clerk  of  the  peace  in 
aid  of  the  county  or  borough  rate,  as  the  case  may  be,  such  deficiency, 
when  so  ascertained  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  such 
county  or  borough  respectively. 
Po¥rer  to  XIX.  And  whereas  by  section  nine  of  the  act  of  the  session  holden 

increasejMOary  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  seventy-one,  pro- 
of chief  xnagis-  Y\g\Qji  ig  made  for  payment  out  of  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the 
not  exceeding*  receiver  of  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  such  salaries  as  Her 
1,500^  Majesty  shall  direct  to  the  magistrates  of  the  police  courts  of  the  metro- 

polis, the  salary  to  the  chief  magistrate  not  being  more  than  one  thousand 
two  hundred  pounds,  and  to  each  of  the  other  magistrates  not  more  than 
one  thousand  two  hundred  pounds:  and  whereas  after  the  passing  of  the 
said  act  the  salary  of  the  chief  magistrate  was  fixed  at  one  thousand  two 
hundred  pounds,  and  the  salaries  of  the  other  police  magistrates  at  one 
thousand  pounds :  and  whereas  the  duties  of  the  said  chief  and  other 
magistrates  have  increased,  and  are  subject  under  this  act  to  be  further 
increased :  and  whereas  the  salaries  of  such  other  magistrates  have,  in 
consequence  of  such  increase  of  duty,  been  increased  from  one  thousand 
poundis  to  the  limit  permitted  by  the  said  act,  and  it  is  expedient  to 
authorize  such  increase  of  the  salary  of  the  said  chief  magistrate  as 
hereinafter  mentioned :  the  salary  to  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  aforesaid 
to  the  said  chief  magistrate  shall  be  such  sum  yearly,  not  exceeding  one 
thousand  five  hundred  pounds,  as  Her  Mtgesty  may  direct. 
ProTioions  of         XX.  And  whereas  by  the  act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  fifteenth  and 
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sixteenth  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  seventy-three,  certain  powers  *®  *  ^*  ^*^* 
were  granted  and  provisions  made  for  the  payment  to  the  several  clerks       ^'      ' 
of  assize  of  annual  sums  for  salaries,  and  for  the  expenses  of  their  office,      Criminal 
in  respect  of  their  duties  as  associates,  in  lieu  of  the  fees  and  emolu-  .  JuMtice  Act. 

ments  appertaining  to  those  duties:  and  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the         . 

principle  of  payment  by  salary  in  lieu  of  fees  should  be  further  provided     Jg  16  vict. 
for,  and  that  the  clerks  of  assize  should  be  so  paid  for  the  performance  mentby  sakry 
of  all  their  other  duties :  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  all  fees  and  emolu-  in  liea  of  fee« 
ments  heretofore  payable  to  the  clerks  of  assize  for  the  performance  of  ^  fl^'^*  ^^ 
their   duties  as  clerks  of  the  Crown   shall  be  and  they  are  hereby  S^j^^^^Vi^ 
abolished ;  and  all  the  powers  and  provisions  made  by  the  before-mentioned  cUtes  extended 
act,  except  as  hereinafter  provided,  for  the  payment  of  clerks  of  assize  to  the  whole 
by  salary  in  lieu  of  fees,  in  respect  of  their  duties  as  associates,  shall  be  o^f®  ©^  clerk  of 
and  the  same  are  hereby  extended  and  made  applicable  to  the  payment  "^^*  ^^' 
of  clerks  of  assize  by  salary,  and  the  expenses  of  their  offices,  in  lieu  of 
fees  and  emoluments,  for   the  performance  of  their  duties  as  clerks  of 
the  Crown  and  of  all  other  duties  appertaining  to  the  office  of  clerk  of 
assize :    provided  always,  that  the   Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's 
Treasury  for  the  time  being  shall  fix  and  determine  the  amount  of  salary 
to  be  allowed  to  any  subordinate  officer  now  employed  or  who  shall  here- 
after be  employed  by  any  clerk  of  assize,  and  shall  be  empowered  to  order 
the  payment  of  such  salary  to  the  said  officers  in  the  first  instance,  and  not 
through  the  medium  of  the  clerk  of  assize:   provided  also,  that  the 
salaries  and  expenses  of  the  officers  of  the  said  clerks  of  assize  for  the 
whole  of  their  duties  on  the  criminal  ai\d  civil  sides  of  the  court  shall  be 
paid  oat  of  any  moneys  which  may  be  provided  by  Parliament  for  that 
purpose. 

XXI.  And  whereas  by  acts  of  the  twelfth  and  fourteenth  years  of  So  mach  of 
King  Richard  the  Second  payments  are  provided  for  justices  of  the  peace  ^^^^%»*^  i^' 
and  their  clerks  in  each  county,  as  wages  by  the  day  for  the  time  of^jg  u  dincta 
their  sessions,  to  be  payable  by  the  sherifi*,  as  therein  mentioned,  and  in  pajment  of 
several  counties  in  England  sums  are  claimed  from  the  sherifis  and  paid  wage^  to 
in  respect  of  such  statutory  wages,  and  it  is  expedient  that  such  pay-  Jj»^'«8  and 
ments  should  be  discontinued :  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  so  much  of  l^^*^*^  " 
the  several  acts  of  the  twelfth  year  of  King  Richard  the  Second,  chapter 
ten,  and  of  the  fourteenth  year  of  King  Richard  the  Second,  chapter 
twelve,  or  of  any  other  act  now  in  force  as  directs  or  authorizes  the  pa]|- 
ment  of  wages  to  justices  of  the  peace  and  their  clerks  for  the  time  of 
their  sessions,  shall  be  repealed. 

XXn.  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  law  as  to  witnesses  In  cawg  of 
in  cases  of  wilful  or  malicious  injuries  to  property:  be  it  further  enacted,  '"J°™  *® 
that  in  all  cases  where  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  have  or  shall  ^^evei'maT** 
hereafter  have  power  to  order  a  sum  of  money  to  be  forfeited  and  paid  receive  compen- 
to  the  party  aggrieved,  as  amends  or  compensation  for  any  injury  to  Mtion,  though 
property,  real  or  personal,  the  right  of  such  party  to  receive  the  money  so  ®*«"™™«^  •• 
ordered  to  be  paid  shall  not  be  afiected  by  such  party  having  been  ^^^°®''^* 
examined  as  a  witness  in  proof  of  the  offi^nce,  any  law  or  statute  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding. 

XXIII.  In  the  interpretation  of  this  act  "county"  shall  be  construed  Interpretation 
to  include  riding,  parts,  liberty,  and  division  of  a  county;  "borough"      ^^ 
to  include  city,  county  of  a  city  or  town,  and  town  corporate ;  "  property" 
to  include  every  thing  included  under  the  words  "chattel,  money,  or 
valuable  security,"  as  used  in  the  act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  seventh 
an^  eighth  years  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  chapter  twenty- nine;  and 
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18  k  19  Vict,  in  the  case  of  any  "valuable  security*'  the  value  of  the  share,  interest,  or 
°'  ^^^'       deposit  to  which  the  security  may  relate,  or  of  the  money  due  thereon  or 
secured  thereby,  and  remaining  unsatisfied,  or  of  the  goods  or  other 
valuable  thing  mentioned  in  the  warrant  or  order,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
h  e  value  of  such  security. 
XXIV.  This  act  shall  not  extend  to  Scotland. 


Criminal 
Justice  Act. 

Extent  of  act. 


SCHEDULE. 


to  wit 


Form  (A.) 

Convtetion, 

\  Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  day  of  in  the  year  of  oar  Lord 

it.    y      at         in  the  said  [county]  il.B.,  being  cbai^ged  before  us  the  undersigned 


of 


Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  swd  [county],  and  consenting  to  our  deciding  upon 
the  charge  summarily,  is  convicted  before  us,  for  that  [he  the  said^  £.,  ^c,  stating  the  qjfenee, 
and  the  time  and  phee  token  and  where  committed']  ;  and  we  adjudge  the  said  A.B,  for  his  said 
offsnoe  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  [House  of  Correction]  at  in  the  said  [count j],  [and 

there  kept  to  hard  labour]  for  the  space  of 

Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  £he  day  and  year  first  above-mentioned,  at  in 

the  [county]  aforesaid. 

J.  3  (L.8.) 

E,  M,        (L.6.) 


to  wit.    t 


Form  (B.) 

Certificate  of  Dismissal, 

We  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  pesce  for  the  [county  of  certify, 

that  on  the  day  of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  at  in  the  said 

[county ]{  A.B.  being  charged  before  us,  and  consenting  to  our  deciding  upon  the  charge  sum- 
marily, for  that  [he  the  said  A.B.  stating  the  offence  charged^  and  the  tme  and  place  wkem 
and  where  alleged  to  he  commitUd]^  we  did,  having  summarily  abjudicated  thereon,  dismiss  the 
nid  charge. 

Given  under  our  hand  and  seals,  this  day  of  at  in  the  [county] 

aforesaid. 


J,  8. 


(l.b.) 

(L.8.) 


Form  (C.) 
Convictian  upon  a  plea  qf  gmUjf, 

!Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  day  of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  , 

at  in  the  said  [county],  A.B,^  being  charged  before  us.  the  undersigned 

of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  [county],  for  that  [he  the  said  A.B., 
^.  stating  the  offence^  and  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  committed],  and  pleading 
guilty  to  such  charge,  he  is  thereupon  convicted  before  us  of  the  said  ofience ;  and  we  adjudge 
the  said  A.B.  for  his  said  offence  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  [House  of  Correction]  at  in 

the  ssid  [county],  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour]  for  the  space  of 

Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  the  day  and  year  first  abovementioned,  at  in 

the  [county]  aforesaid. 

J.  S.        (i*.s.) 
H.  Af,      (L.S.) 
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MISCELLANEOUS    PRECEDENTS. 


No.  L 

Indictmeni  for  a  Conspiracy  to  Procure  the  Return  of  a  Member  to 

Parliament  by  means  of  Bribery, (a) 

CAENTBAL  Criminal  Court  1  The  jurors  for  our  Ladj  the  Queen  upon 
J  to  wit.  J      their  oath  present  that,  during  all  the 

times  in  this  indictmant  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  borough  of  Derby,  in 
the  county  of  Derby,  was  and  still  is  an  ancient  borough,  and  that  for  a 
long  time  two  burgesses  of  the  said  borough  have  been  duly  elected 
and  sent,  and  have  been  used  and  accustomed,  and  of  right  ought 
to  have  been  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  elected  and  sent,  to  serve 
as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  in  the  Parliament  of  this  kingdom. 
And  that  on  the  first  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1862, 
and  before  the  commission  of  either  of  the  offences  in  the  several 
counts  of  this  indictment  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  certain  writ  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen,  issued  out  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Chancery,  at 
Westminster,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Derby,  whereby,  after 
reciting  that  by  the  advice  and  assent  of  Her  Majesty's  Council  for 
certain  arduous  and  urgent  affairs  concerning  her  said  Majesty,  the 
state  and  defence  of  her  said  Miyesty's  United  Kingdom  and  the  Church, 
her  said  Majesty  had  ordered  a  certain  Parliament  to  be  holden  at  Her 
Majesty's  city  of  Westminster  on  the  20th  day  of  August  then  next 
ensuing,  and  there  to  treat  and  have  conference  with  the  prelates,  great 
men,  and  peers  of  her  said  Majesty's  realm,  her  said  Majesty  commanded 
and  strictly  enjoined  the  said  sheriff  that  proclamation  thereof,  and  of 
the  time  and  place  of  election  being  first  duly  made  for  the  said  county, 
four  knights  of  the  most  fit  and  discreet,  girt  with  swords  (that  is  to 
say)  two  knights  for  each  division  of  the  said  county,  and  for  the 
borough  of  Derby  in  the  said  county  (meaning  the  said  borough),  two 
burgesses  of  the  most  sufficient  and  discreet,  freely  and  indifferently  by 
them  wlio  at  such  election  should  be  present,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  he  should  cause  to  be 
elected,  and  the  names  of  such  knights  and  bui^esses  so  to  be  elected, 
whether  they  might  be  present  or  absent,  he  should  cause  to  be  inserted 
in  certain  indentures  to  be  thereupon  made  between  him  and  those  who 
should  be  present  at  such  elections,  and  them  at  the  day  and  place  so 
aforesaid  he  should  cause  to  come  in  such  manner  that  tlie  said  knights  for 
themselves  and  the  commonalty  of  the  same  county,  and  the  burgesses  for 
themselves  and  the  commonalty  of  the  said  borough  might  have  from  them 
full  and  sufficient  power  to  do  and  consent  to  those  things  which  then 
and  there  by  the  Common  Council  of  her  said  Majesty's  said  United 
Kingdom  (by  the  blessing  of  God)  should  happen  to  be  ordained  upon 

(a)  Tiiis  indiotment  was  drawn  with  much  care  and  consideration  bj  Mr.  Straight,   the 
Deputy  Clt  ik  of  the  Arruign«. 
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Preeedenu,  the  aforesaid  affairs,  bo  that  for  want  of  snch  power,  or  through  an 
- — -  improvident  election  of  the  said  knights  or  burgesses,  the  aforesaid  aflairs 
°'  '  might  in  no  wise  remain  unfinished,  willing,  nevertheless,  that  neither 
Indictment  for  *^®  ^aid  sheriff  nor  anj  other  sheriff  of  her  said  l^rajesty's  said  United 
a  conspiracy  to  Kingdom  to  be  in  anywise  elected.  And  the  election  so  made  distinctly 
procure  the  and  openly  under  his  seal  and  the  seals  of  those  who  should  be  present 
Member  of  **  ®"^*^  election  the  said  sheriff  should  certify  to  her  said  Majesty  in 
Parliament  by  ^^^  ^^^^  Majesty's  Chancery  at  the  dij  and  place  aforesaid  without 
menns  of  delay,  remitting  to  her  said  Majesty  one  part  of  the  aforesaid  indenture 

bribery.  annexed  to  the  now  reciting  presents,  together  with  that  writ,  which 

said  writ  afterwards  and  before  the  return  thereof,  and  before  the  com- 
mission of  either  of  the  offences  in  the  several  counts  of  this  indictment 
hereinafter  mentioned  was  delivered  to  Sir  Henry  Sacheverel  Wilmot, 
Baronet,  who  then  and  there,  from  thence,  until,  and  at  and  after  the 
return  of  the  said  writ  was  sheriff  of  the  said  county,  to  be  executed  in 
due  form  of  law,  by  virtue  of  which  said  writ  the  said  Sir  Henry  Sache- 
verel Wilmot,  Baronet,  being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  afterwards  and 
before  the  return  thereof,  and  before  the  commission  of  the  offence  in  the 
several  counts  of  this  indictment  hereafter  mentioned,  duly  made  his 
precept  in  writing  under  the  seal  of  his  said  office  of  sheriff,  directed  to 
the  mayor  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  borough  of  Derby,  then  and 
there  being  the  returning  officer  in  and  for  the  same  borough,  for  the 
election  there  of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  according  to  the 
said  writ,  by  virtue  of  which  said  precept  afterwards,  and  after  due  pro- 
clamation made  for  the  holding  and  taking  of  the  said  election,  and  before 
the  return  of  the  said  writ,  and  before  the  commission  of  either  of  the 
offences  in  the  several  counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the 
7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1852,  the  election  of  two  bui'gesses 
for  the  said  borough  was  duly  had  and  made,  and  before  and  at  the  said 
election  T.  B.  H.,  Esq.,  M.  T.  B.,  Esq.,  and  L.  H.,  Esq.  were  respectively 
candidates  that  they  might  be  elected  and  returned  to  serve  as  the  bur- 
gesses for  the  said  borough  in  the  aforesaid  then  next  Parliament.     And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
W.  B.  late  of  the  city  of  Westminster,  G.  H.  R.  C,  late  of  the  borough 
of  Derby,  T.  M.,  late  of  the  town  of  Shrewsbury,  W.  T.  C,  late  of  the 
borough  of  Derby,  J.  H.,  late  of  the  same  borough,  J.  C,  late  of  the  town 
of  Nottingham,  J.  S.,  late  of  the  town  of  Nottingham,  C.  H.,  late  of  the  town 
of  Nottingham,  A.  A.,  late  of  the  borough  of  Derby,  J.  C,  late  of  the  same 
borough,  T.  L.,  late  of  the  same  borough,  and  divers  evil-disposed  persons, 
to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  unlawfully  and  wickedly 
devising  and  intending  by  corrupt  and  unlawful  means,  to  procure  the 
return  of  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  so  being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid,  at  the 
election  aforesaid,  to  serve  as  a  burgess  for  the  said  borough  in  the  then 
next  Parliament,  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 852,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal   Court,    unlawfully  did   conspire,   combine,   confederate   and 
agree  together,  unlawfully,  wickedly  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  by  gifts  and  rewards,  and  by  promises 
and  agreements  for  gifts  and  rewards,  to  corrupt  and  procure  divers 
persons  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  borough,  to  give 
their  votes  respectively  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  T.  B.  H«,  so 
being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid,  and  to  forbear  to  give  their  votes  at 
the  said  election,  for  the  said  M.  T.  B.  and  L.  H.  so  being  such  other 
candidates  as  aforesaid  ;  and  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
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said,  do  farther  present^  that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  B.  C,  T.  M.,     Prm»dmti, 
W.  T.  C.,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  T.  L.,  and  the  said        — 
other  evil-disposed  persons  devising  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  in  pur-  ^' 

suance  of  the  said  conspiracj,  combination,  confederacy,  and  agreement  indictment  for 
afterwards,  on  the  7th  day  of  Julj  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  a  oonspiraey  to 
ankwfally,  wickedly,  and  against  the  form  of  the  said  statutes,  by  gifts  P""*^™  ^^ 
and  rewards,  and  by  promises  of  and  agreements  for  g^fts  and  rewards,  ]|[e^|[^  ^ 
did  corrupt  and  procure  one  H.  S.,  and  divers  other  persons  whose  Parliatnent  by 
names  are  to  the   jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  then  being  respectively  means  of 
restored  voters,  and  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  ^nhwj. 
borough,  to  give  their  votes  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  so 
being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid,  and  divers  persons  whose  names  are 
to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  then  being  such  registered  voters  and 
entitled  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  to  forbear  to  ^ve  their  votes  at  the  said 
election  for  the  said  M.  T.  B.  and  L.  H.,  so  being  such  other  candidates 
as  aforesaid.    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,   that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C, 
J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.  C.  H.^  A.  A.,  J.  C,  T.  L.,  and  the  evil-disposed 
persons  aforesaid,  devising  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  in  further  pur- 
Buance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy  and  agreement 
aforesaid,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid, 
unlawfully,  wickedly,  corruptly  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
that  behalf,  did  pay  and  give  to  the  said  H.  S.,  and  to  divers  other 
persons  respectively,  then  being  such  registered  voters  as  aforesaid,  and 
having  voted  at  dbe  said  election  for  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  divers  sums  of 
money  on  account  of  the  said  H.  S.  and  of  the  said  other  voters  re- 
spectively having  so  given  their  votes  respectively  as  aforesaid,  for  the 
said  T.  B.  H.;  to  the  evil  example  of  others,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen  and  her  laws,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Second  Count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  out  of  Her 
Majesty's  Court  of  Chancery  as  aforesaid,  directed  to  the  said  sheriff  of 
Derbyshire,  and  after  the  same  was  delivered  to  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid, 
and  after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  under  his  seal 
of  office,  and  directed  to  the  said  mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Derby 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  election  of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough 
was  had  and  made  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1852,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  at  and  before  which  said 
election  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.  and  L.  H.  were  respectively  can- 
didates, that  they  might  be  elected  and  returned  to  serve  as  burgesses 
for  the  said  borough  in  the  said  then  next  Parliament.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  further  present,  that  the  said  W.  B., 
G.  XI.  B.  C*,  X.  Ja.,  Vt  .  X.  C,  J*  xl.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C*  XI.,  A.  A.,  J.  C/., 
T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  perscms,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid 
unknown,  devising  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  within  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  on  the  said  5th  day  of 
July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1852,  and  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued 
as  aforesaid,  and  before  and  in  anticipation  of  the  said  election,  unlaw- 
fully did  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and  agree  together,  unlawfully, 
widcedly  md  against  the  form  of  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  ly  gifts  and  rewards,  and  by  promises  of  and  agreements  for 
gifts  and  r  swards,  to  corrupt  and  procure  divers  persons  whose  names 
are  to  the  ^urora  aforesaid  unknown,  then  being  entitled  to  vote  at  the 
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Preetdtnu,    said  election  for  the  said  borough,  respectively  to  give  th«r  votes  at  the 
jJ~T        said  election  for  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  so  being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid; 
'  and  divers  persons  whose  names  are  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown, 

Indiotment  for  then  being  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election  as  aforesaid,  to  forbear  to 
a  ooDspiracj  to  give  their  votes  respectively  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  M.  T.  B. 
wturTof**^  and  L.  H.,  so  being  such  other  candidates  as  aforesaid ;  to  the  evil 
Member  of  example  of  others,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws, 
Pariiameot  bj  cmd  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
means  of  Third  Count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 

bribery.  further  present  that  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered  to 

the  said  sheriff,  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  sdd  mayor, 
as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  also  mentioned  ;  and  after  due 
proclamation  made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  elections,  to 
wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  the  said 
election  of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  was  duly  had  and  made, 
at  and  before  which  said  election  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H., 
were  respectively  candidates  ft^m  whom  two  might  be  selected  and 
returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough,  in  the  aforesaid  then 
next  Parliament.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  fiirther  present  that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C, 
J.  H.,  J.  C.,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.  and  T.  L.,  being  evil-disposed 
persons,  and  devising  and  intending  as  aforesaid,  aft;er  the  issuing  of  the 
said  writ,  and  in  anticipation  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day 
of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  within  the  county  of  Middlesex 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  unlawfully  and  wickedly 
did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together,  and  with  divers 
evil-disposed  persons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid,  as  yet  unknown, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  and  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, by  gifts  and  rewards,  and  by  promises  of  and  agreements  for 
gifts  and  rewards  to  be  made  by  them,  W.  B.,  6.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M., 
W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L.;  and  the 
said  evil-disposed  persons,  in  corrupt  collusion  with  one  another,  unlaw- 
ftilly  to  corrupt  and  procure  divers  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said 
election  for  the  said  borough  respectively,  to  wit,  divers  persons  to  be 
then  ascertained,  discovered  and  determined  upon  by  them  the  said 
W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A., 
J*  C.,  T.  L.,  and  the  evil-disposed  persons  aforesaid,  to  give  their  votes 
at  the  said  election  for  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  so  being  such  candidate  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  also  unlawfully  to  corrupt  and  procure  divers  persons,  to 
wit,  divers  persons  to  be  so  ascertained,  discovered,  and  determined  upon 
as  aforesaid,  and  then  being  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  to 
forbear  to  give  their  votes  respectively  at  the  said  election  for  the  said 
M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H.,  so  being  such  other  candidates  as  aforesaid.  In 
pursuance  of  which  said  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy  and  agree- 
ment, they  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C, 
J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  persons 
in  coUosion  with  one  another  afterwards,  to  wit,  upon  divers  occasons, 
as  well  before  as  during  the  said  election,  did  ascertain  and  discover 
divers  persons  then  being  voters,  and  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election, 
ready  and  willing  to  accept  bribes  and  corrupt  reward  for  their  votes  at 
the  said  election,  to  wit,  one  H.  S.,  and  divers  other  evil-disposed  per^ 
sons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  and  the  said  W.  B., 
Car.  Hh  R.  C/.,  X.  ju.,  W.  X.  C,  J*  ri.,  J.  O.,  J.  S.,  C  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  0>, 
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and  T.   L.,  and  the  said  evil-diqpoeed  persiODS  in  collusion  with  one     Pr^oedm^ 

another,  by  gifts  and  rewards,  and  promises  of  agreements  for  gifts  and         

reward,  on  divers  occasions,  as  well  before  as  during  the  said  election^  to        ^^* 
wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  unkwfuUy  did  corrupt  and  procure,  and  attempt  inaictmeut  for 
to  corrupt  and  procure,  the  said  H.  S.,  and  others,  the  voters  and  per-  a  ooupiracj  to 
SODS  entitled  as  aforesaid,  to  give  their  votes  at  the  said  election  ^r  the  procure  the 
said  T.  B.  H.,  and  to  forbear  to  give  their  votes  respectively  for  the  said  JJ*^**^? 
M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H.,  then  and  there  being  such  candidates  respectively  pariiameot  bj 
as  aforesaid  ;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  means  of 
the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  other  persons  in  the  like  case  bribery. 
offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Liady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

Fourth  Count — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  out  of  her 
said  Migesty's  Court  of  Chancery,  directed  to  the  said  sheriff  of  Derby- 
shire as  aforesaid  and  was  delivered  to  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff,  under  his  seal  of 
office,  and  directed  to  the  said  Mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Derby  as 
aford^aid,  the  said  election  of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  was 
had  and  made  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.,  and 
L.  H.,  were  respectively  candidates,  that  they  might  be  elected  and 
returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough,  in  the  said  then  next 
Parliament.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  the  said  W,  B„  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C, 
J.  S.,  C  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.,  and  T.  L.,  and  the  said  other  evil-disposed 
persons,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  devising  and  intending  to 
interfere  with  and  disturb  the  free  election  of  burgesses  to  be  chosen  at 
such  election  to  serve  for  the  said  borough  in  Parliament,  and  to  procure, 
by  corrupt  and  unlawful  means,  the  return  of  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  so  being 
such  candidate  as  aforesaid  on  the  6th  day  of  July  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  afore^ 
said,  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and 
agree  together,  by  bribes  and  by  gifts,  and  promises  of  money,  to  persons 
entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  by  divers  other  unlawful  means 
and  devices,  corruptly  and  unlawfully  to  procure  the  return  of  the  said 
T.  H.  Bt,  so  being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid,  at  the  said  election,  to 
serve  for  the  said  borough  in  the  then  next  Parliament ;  to  the  evil 
example  of  others,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her 
laws,  and  against  the  peace  of  oar  said  Lady  the.  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

Fifth  Count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  said  sheriff,  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  said  mayor, 
as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  also  mentioned^  and  after  due 
proclamation  made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  election,  to 
wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 852,  the  said 
election  of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough,  was  duly  had  and  made, 
at  and  before  which  said  election  the  said  G.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H. 
were  respectively  candidates,  from  whom  two  might  be  selected  and 
returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  in  the  aforesaid  then 
next  Parliament.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  B.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C, 
J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.  and  T.  L.,  being  evil-disposed 
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r.    persons,  and  intending  and  devising  as  iast  afonssaid,  after  the  issning 

of  the  said  writ,  and  in  anticipation  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on  the 

^^  ^        6th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 

IndictmeDt  for    ^^^^  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  unlawfully  and 

ft  ooDBpiraoj  to  wickedly  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate   and  agree  together,   and 

procure  the       with  divers  evil-disposed  persons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown, 

M^'L^rf       by  bribes  and  by  gifts  and  promises  of  money  to  be  made  to  voters,  and 

Pa^MDent  by    *^  persons  entitled  to  vote,  at  the  said  election,  to  wit»  certain  persona 

means  of  to  be  then  ascertained,  discovered,  and  determined  upon  by  them,  the 

btibeiy.  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  BL,  A.  A^ 

J.  C.  and  T.  L.,  and  the  evil-disposed  persons  aforesaid,  and  by  divefB 

other  unlawful  means  and  devices,  corruptly  and  unlawfully  to  procure 

the  return  of  the  sidd  T.  B.  H.,  so  being  such  candidate  as  aforesaid,  at 

the  said  election,  to  «serve  for  the  said  borough  in  the  said  then  next 

Parliament.      In  pursuance  and  furtherance  of  which   said  unlawftil 

conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy  and  agreement,  they  the  said  W.  B., 

6.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.  and 

T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  persons  aforesaid,  in  coUusion  with  one 

another  afterwards,  to  wit,  upon  divers  occasions,   as  well  befofe  as 

during  the  said  election,  did  ascertain  and  discover  divers  persons  then 

and  there  being  voters,  and  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  ready 

and  willing  to  accept  bribes  and  corrupt  reward  for  their  votes  at  the 

said  election,  to  wit,  one  H.  S.  and  divers  other  persons,   to  the  jurors 

aforesaid  unknown,  and  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C, 

J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H ,  J.  C,  T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  persons, 

in  collusion  with  one  another  on  divers  occasions,  as  well  before  as 

during  the  said  election,  by  bribes  and  by  gifts  and  promises  of  and 

agreements  for  money  to  the   said  last-mentioned  voters,  and  persona 

entitled  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  unlawftiliy  did  procure, 

and  attempt  to  procure,  the  said  H.  S.,  and  other  the  voters  and  persons 

entitled  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  to  vote  for  the  said  T.  B.  H.  at  the  said 

election,  and  thereby  unlawfully  did  attempt  wrongfully  to  procure  hia 

return  at  the  said  election  to  serve  for  the  said  borough  in  the  said  then 

next  Parliament ;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws, 

to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others,  and  against  the  peace  of 

our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  * 

Sixth  Count^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  said  sheriff,  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  said  mayor, 
as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  also  mentioned,  and  after  due  pro- 
clamation made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  election,  to  wit, 
on  the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  the  said  election 
of  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  was  duly  had  and  made,  as  in  the 
first  count  of  this  indictment  also  mentioned,  at  and  before  which  said 
election  the  said  T.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.  and  L.  H.,  were  respectively  can- 
didates, from  whom  two  might  be  selected  and  returned  to  serve  as 
burgesses  for  the  said  borough  in  the  aforesaid  then  next  Parliament. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present 
that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  &, 
C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.  and  T.  L.  being  evil-disposed  persons,  and  devising 
and  intending  as  aforesaid,  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ,  and  in 
anticipation  of  the  said  election,  and  after  the  making,  passing,  and 
coming  into  operation  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passed 
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in  a  certain  session  of  Parliament^  holden  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of    AwwlMff* 
the  reign   of  her  present  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  An  Act       _~~r 
for  ike  better  Discovery  and  Prevention  of  Bribing  and  Treating  at  the 
Election  of  Members  of  Parliament^  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  indiotment  for 
the  year  of   our  Lord  1852,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  a  conspincjr  to 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  unlawfully  and  wickedly  procors  the 
did  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and  agree  together,  and  with  divers  JJ^^J^  ^J 
evil-disposed  persons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  to  Parbamaot  bj 
ascertain  and  discover  voters  and  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  means  of 
election  who  should  be  willing  to  receive  bribes  and  to  give  their  votes,  W^eiy. 
and  to  refrain  from  voting  at  the  said  election,  according  to  the  will, 
dictation,  direction,  and  requirement  of  them  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C, 
T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  T.  L.  and  the 
said  evil-disposed  persons  or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  after  and  during 
the  said  election,  contrary  to  the  statute  and  statutes  in  that  behalf 
unlawfully  to  make  and  cause  to  be  made,  and  to  assist  one  another  in 
the  making  and  causing  to  be  made,  payment  and  gifts  of  money  to  such 
voters  for  and  on  account  of  their  having  voted  or  refrained  from  voting 
at  the  said  election,  and  so  in  manner  aforesaid  to  commit  the  offence  of 
bribery  at,  after,  and  in  reference  to  the  said  election ;  in  pursuance  and 
furtherance  of  which  said  unlawful  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy, 
and  agreement,  they  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H., 
J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  per- 
sons, in  collusion  with  one  another,  afterwards,  to  wit,  upon  divers 
occasions,  as  well  before  as  during  the  said  election,  did  ascertain  and 
discover  divers  persons,  to  wit,  one  H.  S.  and  divers  other  persons,  to 
the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  then  and  there  being  voters,  and  entitled 
to  vote  at  the  said  election,  willing  to  receive  bribes  and  to  give  their 
votes,  and  to  refrain  from  voting,  at  the  said  election  according  to  the 
will,   dictation,   direction,  and  requirement  of  them,  the  said   W.  B., 
G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C, 
T.  L.  and  the  evil-dispoeed  persons  aforesaid,  or  some  or  one  of  them. 
And  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S., 
C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  persons,  after  and 
during  the  said  election,  contrary  to  the  statute  and  statutes  in  that 
behalf,  upon  divers  occasions,  to  wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  unlawfully  did 
make  and  cause  to  be  made,  and  did  aid  and  assist  one  another  in  the 
making  and  causing  to  be  made  payment  and  gifts  of  money  to  the  said 
voters  for  and  on  account  of  their  having  voted  or  refrained  from  voting 
at  the  said  election  ;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her 
laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Seventh  Count. — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that,  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered 
to  the  said  sheriff  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  said  mayor 
as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and  after  due  proclama- 
tion made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on 
the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 852,  the  said  election  of 
two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  was  duly  had  and  made  as  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  at  and  before  which  said  election  the  said 
T.  B.  H.,  M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H.  were  respectively  candidates,  from  whom 
two  might  be  selected  and  returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said 
borongh  in  the  aforesaid  then  next  Parliament    And  the  jurors  afore- 
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PrtnuAtnu.    said,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  W.  B^ 
— -        G.H.R.C.,  T.M.,  W.T.C.,  J.H.,  J.C.,  J.S.,  C.H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C.  and 

•  T.  L.  being  eyil-disposed  persons  and  devising  and  intending  as  aforesaid. 
Indictment  for  9it&c  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ  and  in  anticipation  of  the  said  election, 
a  conspiracy  to  and  after  the  making,  passing,  and  coming  into  operation  of  the  siud  act 
procure  the        of  Parliament  in  the  last  preceding  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned, 

Me^J[bef  of         ^^  "^^^  ^"   *^®  ^*^   ^*y  ^^  ^^^y^  ^°   *^®   y®*^  ^^  ^?^  ^^^  ^®^^'  *°   ^ 
Parliament  by    county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid, 

means  of  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree 

bribery.  together,  and  with  divers  evil-disposed  persons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors 

aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  secretly  to  accumulate  and  cause  to  be  accu- 
mulated, and  to  assist  one  another  in  accumulating  and  cau^ng  to  be 
accumulated,  divers  large  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  for 
the  purpose  therewith  of  bribing  and  corrupting  voters  and  persons  en- 
titled to  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  during  and  after  the  said  election, 
contrary  to  the  statute  or  statutes  in  that  behalf  unlawfully  to  make  and 
cause  to  be  made  and  to  assist  one  another  in  the  making  and  causing 
to  be  made,  payment  and  gifts  of,  from,  and  out  of  the  said  money  to 
such  voters  for  and  on  account  of  their  having  voted  or  refrained  from 
voting  at  the  said  election,  and  so  in  manner  aforesaid  to  commit  the 
offence  of  bribery  at  and  after  and  in  reference  to  the  said  election.  In 
pursuance  of  which  unlawful  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy,  and 
agreement,  they  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C^ 
J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L.,  and  the  said  evil-disposed  persons, 
in  collusion  with  one  another,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  at  Derby  aforesaid,  did  collect  and  accu- 
mulate a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  500i  and  upwards, 
for  the  purpose  of  bribing  and  corrupting  voters  and  persons  entitled  to 
vote  at  the  said  election,  and  on  divers  occasions  during  and  after  the 
said  election,  contrary  to  the  statute  and  statutes  in  that  behalf,  unlaw- 
fully did  mzke  and  cause  to  be  made,  and  did  aid  and  assist  one  another 
in  the  making  and  causing  to  be  made  payment  and  gifta  of,  from,  and 
out  of  the  said  money  to  such  voters,  for  and  on  account  of  their  having 
voted  or  refrained  from  voting  at  the  said  election;  in  contempt  fji  our 
said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Eighth  Count,* — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that,  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered 
to  the  said  sheriff  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  said  mayor,  as 
in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and  after  due  proclamation 
made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on  the  7th 
day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  the  said  election  of  two  bur- 
gesses for  the  said  borough  was  duly  had  and  made  as  in  the  said  first 
count  also  mentioned,  at  and  before  which  said  election  the  said  T.  B.  H., 
M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H.  were  respectively  candidates,  from  whom  two 
might  be  selected  and  retained  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough 
in  the  aforesaid  then  next  Parliament.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C, 
T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L., 
being  evil-disposed  persons,  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ,  and  before 
and  in  anticipation  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did 
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conspire,   combine,  confederate  and  agree  together  and  with  diyers     Preeedenit. 
eyil-disposed  persons,  to  wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,         -    r 
anlawfuUy  and  contemptuously  to  interfere  with,  disturb,  and  altogether         ^^ 
frustrate  and  prevent  the  free  election  of  burgesses  to  be  chosen  at  indictment  for 
such  election  to  serve  for  the  said  borough  in  Parliament,  to  wit,  by  a  conspinicy  to 
influencing  the  electors  and  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election  procnre  the 
by  bribes,    gifts  of   money,   and  promises  of  money,    and  other  and  ^g^JJJgJ!  ^f 
corrupt  and  unlawful  reward,  and  under  such  corrupt  influence,  and  by  parliament  bj 
means  thereof  inducing  the  said  electors  and  persons  entitled  as  afore-  means  of 
said  to  vote  at  the  said  election  according  to  the  will,  desire,  and  require-  bribery. 
ment  of  them  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C,  T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H., 
J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L.,  and  divers  evil-disposed 
persons  then  acting  and  to  act  in  concert  and  unlawful  collusion  with 
them  in  the  premises,  and  as  well  in  manner  aforesaid  as  by  divers  other 
unlawftil  and  corrupt  ways,  means,  methods  and  devices,  to  wit,  to  the 
jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  to  hinder,  frustrate  and  prevent  the  due 
execution  of  the  said  writ  according  to  the  true  intent,  meaning  and 
requirement  of  the  same;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her 
laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Ninth  Count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that,  after  the  said  writ  was  so  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  said  sheriff  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and 
after  the  said  precept  was  so  made  by  the  said  sheriff  to  the  said  mayor 
as  in  the  flrst  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  and  after  due  pro-* 
elamation  made  for  the  taking  and  holding  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on 
the  7th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1852,  the  said  election  for 
two  burgesses  by  the  said  writ  commanded  was  duly  had  and  made 
according  to  the  exigency  of  the  said  writ,  to  wit,  at  Derby  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  at  and  before  which  said  election  the  said  T.  B.  H., 
M.  T.  B.,  and  L.  H.  were  respectively  candidates,  from  whom  two  might 
be  selected  and  returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said  borough  in 
the  said  then  next  Parliament.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  W.  B.,  G.  H.  R.  C, 
T.  M.,  W.  T.  C,  J.  H.,  J.  C,  J.  S.,  C.  H.,  A.  A.,  J.  C,  and  T.  L.  being 
evil-disposed  persons,  i^er  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ  and  before  and  in 
anticipation  of  the  said  election,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1852,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court,  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did  conspire, 
confederate  and  agree  together  and  with  divers  evil-disposed  persons,  to 
wit,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  wrongfully,  contemptuously 
and  unlawfully  to  hinder  and  prevent  two  burgesses  for  the  said  borough 
of  Derby,  being  freely  and  indifferently  elected  at  the  said  election, 
according  to  the  true  intent,  meaning  and  requirement  of  the  said  writ; 
in  great  contempt  (^  the  said  writ  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  and  of  her 
laws  of  this  realm,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  other  persons, 
and  against  the  peace  of  oar  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 
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Indictment  against  two  Persons  for  fraudulently  attempting  to  obtain 
money  by  falsely  pretending  to  a  Mutual  Assurance  Society^  that  they 
were  entitled  to  claim  from  the  society  the  amount  of  certain  debts, 
which  they  had  lost  through  the  failure  of  their  debtor;  with  counts 
for  conspiracy, 

CENTRAli  Criminal  Court, )  The  jurors  for  our  Ladj  the  Qaeen 
to  wit.,  I      upon  their  oath  present,  that  hereto- 

fore and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  several  ounces  in 
the  first  three  counts  of  this  indictment  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  after 
the  making,  passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  a  certain  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, made  and  passed  in  a  certain  session  of  Parliament,  holden  in  the 
seventh  and  eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  her  presenjk  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria,  intituled,  An  Act  for  the  Registration^  Incorporation^  and  RegU" 
lation  of  Joint  Stock  Companies^  there  was  and  still  is  a  certain  company 
registered,  to  wit,  under  the  said  act,  called  the  Commercial  Credit 
Mutual  Assurance  Society,  to  wit,  in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  heretofore  and  at  the  time 
of  the  coounitting  of  the  offence  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  whilst  the 
said  company  was  registered  as  aforesaid,  the  said  company  by  a  certain 
policy  and  agreement,  bearing  date  the  24th  day  of  June,  a.d.  1852, 
made  between  the  said  Commercial  Credit  Mutual  Assurance  Society  of 
the  one  part,  and  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  of  the  other  part,  for  the  con- 
siderations therein  mentioned,  had  covenanted  and  agreed  to  and  with 
the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  that  the  premium  and  reward  funds  of  the 
said  society,  mentioned  in  certain  rules  and  regulations    in   the  said 
agreement  and  policy  referred  to,  should  be  liable  in  the  manner  and  to 
the  extent  mentioned  in  such  rules  and  regulations,  to  reimburse  and 
pay  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  their  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  be  from  time  to  time 
awarded  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  by  the  council  of  the  said  society 
in  respect  of  the  losses  which  might  arise  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B., 
from  the  bona  fide  sale  and  delivery  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
agreement  and  policy,  of  goods  for  purposes  of  trade  to  debtors,  being  at 
the  time  of  such  sale  and  delivery  traders  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws 
for  the  time,  being  in  force  relating  to  bankrupts,  and  that  the  said 
H.  W.  and  R.  B.  should  receive  such  payment  and  reimbursements  at 
the  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  stipula- 
tions mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said  rules  and  regulations.     And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the 
said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on   the  12th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1854,  in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  did  prefer  to  the  said  company  a  certain 
claim  upon  the  said  company  to  be  paid  and  reimbursed  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  299/.  9«.  9<^.,  for  a  loss  upon  the  s^e  and 
delivery  of  goods  by  them,  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  under  and  accord- 
ing to  the  said  policy,  end  did  thereby  claim  the  said  sum  of  299/.  9«.  9c/. 
of  and  from  the  said  company,  and  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B. 
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deriaiiig  and  wiekedlj  contriying  and  intending  to  deceive  the  said  Com-    IVaoedmft. 
mercial  Credit  Mutaal  Assurance  Society,  and  to  cause  the  said  company       ^T^ 
to  procure  to  be  awarded  to  the  said  H.  W,  and  B.  B.  divers  of  the 
moneys  of  the  said  company,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  company  indictment 
of  the  same,  then  and  there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  against  two 
London  i^oresaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Crimi-  ?^|*?|!^ 
nal  Court,  unlawfuUy,  knowingly  and  designedly  did  falsely  pretend  to  tempting  to 
the  said  company,  that  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  were  then  obtain  money 
entitled  to  demand  of  the  said  company,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  fiom  »  mntnal 
said  policy,  the  said  sum  of  299L  Bs.  sidl,  that  certain  persons  then  "T*'^witli 
carrying    on    business    as    shoe    manufacturers,    at    14,    Lisle-street,  ^^^^^^ 
Leicester-square,  under  the  name,  style  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  oonapincj. 
and  P.  were  then  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B,  to  the  amount  of 
299L  9s.  ML,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  said  H.  W. 
and  B.  B.  for  the  purposes  of  trade.     That  the  said  daun  was  then  bonA 
fide  made  by  them  the  said  H«  W.  and  B.  B.,  for  and  in  respect  of  a  loss 
on  goods  sold  and  delivered.     That  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  were 
then  able  to  confer  on  the  said  company  the  right  to  demand  and  recover, 
in  the  names  of  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  from  the  said  persons  carry- 
ing on  business  as  Messrs.  F.  and  P.  the  said  sum  of  299/.  9«.  9d,  for 
and  in  respect  of  goods  then  sold  and  delivered  to  them  by  them  the 
said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  with  intent  by  means  of  the  false  pretences  afore- 
said, unlawfully,  knowingly  and  designedly,  fraudulently  to  obtain  from 
the  said  company  divers  of  the  moneys  of  the  said  company,  to  wit,  to 
the  amount  of  299/1  9«.  9c/.,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  same ; 
whereas  in  truth  and  in  fiust,  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  were  never 
entided  to  demand  of  the  said  company  the  said  sum  of  299iL  9t.  9(/l, 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  sud  policy,  or  under  any  circumstances  what- 
ever, as  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  so  fiilsely  pretended  as  aforesaid. 
And  whereas  it  was  not,  nor  is  it  the  fact,  that  the  said  persons  carrying 
on  business  as  aforesaid,  under  the  name,  style,  and  designaticm  of  Messrs. 
F.  and  P.  were  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  to  the  amount  of 
299/L  9«.  9dL  for  goods  sdd  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  said  H.  W« 
and  B.  B.  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  as  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  so 
falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid,  or   for  any  purpose   whatever.     And 
whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  ^laim  was  never  Umh  fide  made 
by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  for  and  in  respect  of  a  loss  on  goods 
sold  and  detivered.    And  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  H.  W. 
and  B.  B.  were  not  able  to  confer  on  the  said  company  any  right  to 
demand  or  recover  in  the  names  of  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  frmn  the 
said  persons  carrying  on  business  as  Messrs.  F*  and  P.,  the  said  sum  of 
299/.  9t.  9d.y  for  or  in  respect  of  .goods  then  sold  and  delivered  by  them 
the  said  H.  W.  and  B.B.  to  the  said  persons,  as  they  the  said  H.  W.  and 
B.  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid.    And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  on  the 
day  and  year  in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  in  London  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  knowingly  and 
designedly,  by  the  fiilse  pretences  aforesaid,  did  attempt  and  endeavour 
fraudulently,  and  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  to  obtain 
from  the  said  company  their  moneys  aforesaid,  and  to  cheat  and  defiraud 
them  of  the  same,  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

Second  CaunL — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  uppn  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
farther  present^  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  &  deceiving  and  intending 
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to  deceive,  cheat,  and  de&aud  the  said  company  afterwards,  whilst  the 
said  companj  remained  and  was  registered  as  in  the  first  connt  of  tliis 
indictment  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  onr 
Lord  1864,  in  London  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Central  Criminal  Court,  did  offer  to  the  saad  company  to  assign  to  the 
said  company  a  certain  debt,  to  wit,  the  alleged  debt  hereina^er  men- 
tioned, for  money  and  reward,  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  in  that  behalf; 
and  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  did  then  and  there  unlawfully,  knowingly 
and  designedly  falsely  pretend  to  the  said  company  that  certain  persons 
then  carrying  on  business  as  shoe  manufacturers,  at  14  Lisle-street^ 
Leicester-square,  under  the  name,  style,  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F. 
and  P.  were  then  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  to  the  amoant  of 
299L  9s.  9d.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B., 
and  that  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  were  then  able  to  confer  on  the 
said  company  the  right  to  demand  and  recover,  in  the  names  of  them  the 
said  U.  W.  and  R.  B.,  from  the  said  persons  carrying  on  bosiness 
as  Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  the  said  sum  of  2991.  9t.  9d.  for  and  in  respect  of 
goods  then  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  to  the  said 
persons,  with  intent,  by  means  of  the  false  pretences  aforesaid,  unlawfully, 
knowingly  and  designedly,  finudulently  to  obtain  of  and  from  the  said 
company  divers  of  the  moneys  of  the  said  company,  to  wit,  to  the 
amount  of  299/.  9s.  9<L,  and  to  cheat  and  defiraud  them  of  the  same ; 
whereas  it  was  not  nor  is  the  fact  that  the  said  persons  carrying  on 
business  as  aforesaid,  under  the  name,  style,  and  designation  of  Messrs. 
F.  and  P.,  were  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  or  R  B.  to  the  amount  of 
299/.  9s.  9€L  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  as 
the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  &ci  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  were  not  able  to  confer  on 
the  said  company  the  right  to  demand  and  recover  in  the  names  of  them 
the  said  H.  W  and  R.  B.,  from  the  said  persons  carrying  on  business  as 
Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  the  said  sum  of  299/.  9s.  9d.  for  or  in  respect  of  any 
goods  then  sold  and  delivered  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  to  the  said 
persons,  as  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  afore- 
said. And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that 
the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  on  the  day  and  year  in  that  behalf  aforesaid, 
in  London  aforesaid,  and  within  the  junsdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  knowingly  and  designedly,  by  the  false 
pretences  aforesaid,  did  attempt  and  endeavour  fraudulently,  and  contrary 
to  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  to  obtain  from  the  said  company  their 
moneys  aforesaid,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  same ;  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Third  Count. — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  on  the  12th  day  of 
July,  A.D.  1864^  in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully  and  wickedty  did  conspire,  oomlrine, 
confederate,  and  agree  together  by  divers  false  pretences,  and  by  divers 
unlawful,  artful,  indirect,  fraudulent  and  deceitfol  ways,  means,  devices, 
stratagems  and  contrivances,  to  obtain  and  acquire  to  themselves  of  and 
from  the  said  company,  called  the  Commercial  Credit  Mutual  Assurance 
Society,  registered  as  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  mentioned, 
divers  of  the  mon^s  of  the  said  company,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  500/. 
and  upwards,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  company  of  the  same ; 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

FouHh  Count. — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
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do  fuiihor  present  that  heretofore,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the     PnotdetUi. 
oommission  of  the  several  offences    hereinafter  firstly,  secondlj,  and        ' — 
ihirdlj  next  mentioned,  .A.  S.  and  others,  constituting  a  certain  society         ^  ^^' 
of  persons  trading  and  canying  on  business  under  the  name,  style,  and  indicummt 
designation  of  the  Commercial  Credit  Mutual  Assurance  Society,  by  a  against  two 
certain  policy  and  agreement  bearing  date  the  24th  day  of  June,  in  the  P«»<»»  <or 
year  of  our  Lord  1852,  made  between  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  under  ^^^^^^ 
the  name,  style,  and  designation  aforesaid,  of  the  one  part,  and  H.  W.  obtain  m^j 
and  B,  B.  of  the  other  part,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  from  a  mntiua 
had  covenanted  and  agreed  to  and  with  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  that  u«utuioe 
the  premium  and  reserved  funds  of  the  said  society  of  persons  i»o'^-^^^i^*^ 
tioned  in  certain  rules  and  regulations  in  the  said  poUcy  and  agreement  oousmnej, 
referred  to,  should  be  liable  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  mentioned 
in  such  rules  and  regulations,  to  reimburse  and  pay  to  the  said  H.  W. 
and  B.  B.,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money  as  should  be  from  time  to  time  awarded  to  the  said  H.  W.  and 
B.  B.  "by  the  council  of  the  said  society,  in  respect  of  the  losses  which 
might  arise  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  from  the  bona  fde  sale  and 
delivery,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  agreement  and  policy,  of 
goods  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  to  debtors  being  at  the  time  of  such  sale 
and  delivery  traders  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  for  the  time  being 
in  force  relating  to  bankrupts,  and  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  should 
receive  such  payment  and  reimbursement  at  the  times  and  in  the  manner 
and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  stipulations  menticmed  and  set  forth  in 
the  said  rules  and  regulations.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  12th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1854, 
in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  did  prefer  to  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society  as  afore- 
said, a  certain  claim  upon  the  said  society  to  be  paid  and  reimbursed  a 
lai^e.  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  299^.  9«.  9cf.,  for  a  loss  upon 
the  sale  and  d^very  of  goods  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  under 
and  according  to  the  said  policy,  and  did  thereby  claim  the  said  sum  of 
299/.  9<.  9dL  of  and  from  the  said  society,  and  that  the  said  H.  W.  and 
B.  B.  devising  and  wickedly  contriving  and  intending  to  deceive  the  said 
A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society  as  aforesaid,  and  to  cause  the  said  A.  3» 
and  others  to  procure  to  be  awarded  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  divers 
of  the  moneys  of  the  said  A.  S.  and.  others  as  such  society  as  aforesaid, 
and  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  of  the  same  then  and 
there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  London  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully, 
knowingly  and  designedly,  did  &lsely  pretend  to  the  said  A.  S.  and 
others  that  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  were  then  entitled  to  demand 
of  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society  as  aforesaid,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  policy,  the  said  sum  of  299/.  9«.  ^d,\  that  certain  per- 
sons then  carrying  on  business  as  shoe  manufacturers  at  14,  Lisle-street, 
Leicester-square,  under  the  name,  style  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F. 
and  P.,  were  then  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  to  the  amount 
of  299/.  9«.  9e/.,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  said  H.  W. 
and  B.  B.  for  the  purpose  of  trade  ^  that  the  said  claim  was  then  honJk 
fide  made  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  for  and  in  respect  of  a  loss 
on  goods  sold  and  delivered  ;  that  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.  were 
then  able  to  confer  on  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  the  right  to  demand  and 
recover,  in  the  names  of  the  said  H.  W.  and  B.  B.,  from  the  said  persons 
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canying  on  badness  as  shoe  mannjfiictarers  at  14,  Lisle-stieety  Ldoester* 
square,  under  the  name,  stjle  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  the 
said  sum  of  299/.  9s.  9dL,  for  and  in  respect  of  gooda  then  sold  and 
delivered  to  them  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  £  B.,  with  intent  by 
means  of  the  false  pretences  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  knowingly  and 
designedly,  fraudulently  to  obtain  from  the  said  A.  S.  and  others^ 
divers  of  tlie  moneys  of  the  said  A.  S.  and  others^  to  wit,  to  the 
amount  of  299/.  9t.  9</.,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of  Hba 
same.  Whereas  in  truth  and  in  fad  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  were 
never  entitled  to  demand  of  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  sum  of  299/.  9s.  9dl,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
policy,  or  under  any  circumstances  whatever,  as  they  the  said  H.  W.  and 
R  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  it  was  not  nor  is 
it  the  fact  that  the  said  persons  carrying  on  business  as  aforesaid,  under 
the  name,  style,  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  were  indebted  to  the 
said  H.  W.  and  B  B.  to  the  amount  of  299/.  95.  9dL  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  to  them  by  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  for  the  purposes  of  trade, 
as  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid,  or  for 
any  purposes  whatever.  And  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said 
claim  was  never  banA  fide  made  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  for 
and  in  respect  of  a  loss  on  goods  sold  and  deliyered.  ,And  whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  were  not  able  to  confer  on  the  said 
A.  S.  and  others  any  right  to  denuind  or  recover  in  the  names  of  the  said 
H.  W.  and  R.  B.  from  the  said  persons,  carrying  on  business  as  afore- 
said under  the  name,  style  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  the  said 
sum  of  299/1  9^.  9</.  for  or  in  respect  of  goods  then  sold  and  delivered 
by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  to  the  said  persons,  as  they  the  said 
H.  W.  and  R  B.  so  fidsely  pretended  as  aforesaid ;  and  so  the  jurars 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B., 
on  the  day  and  year  on  that  behalf  aforesaid,  in  London  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully, 
knowingly  and  designedly,  by  the  false  pretences  aforesud,  did  attempt 
and  endeavour  fraudulently,  and  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made, 
to  obtain  from  the  said  A«  S.  and  others  their  moneys  aforesaid,  and  to 
cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  same  ;  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Fifth  Count, — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  deceiving  and  intending 
to  deceive,  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  as  sach  society 
as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1854^  in  London  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  Central  Criminal  Court,  did  ofier  to  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  to 
assign  to  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society  as  aforesaid,  a  certain 
debt,  to  wit,  the  allied  debt  hereinafter  mentioned  for  money  and 
reward  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  on  that  behalf;  and  the  said  EL  W. 
and  R.  B.  did  then  and  there  unlawfully,  unknowingly  and  designedly, 
falsely  pretend  to  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  that  certain  persons  then 
carrying  on  business  as  shoe  manufacturers  at  14,  Lisle-street,  Leicester- 
square,  under  the  name,  style  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  and  P.^ 
were  then  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  to  the  amount  of 
299/L  9m.  9d.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B., 
and  that  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  were  then  able  to  confer  on 
the  said  A.  S.  and  others  the  right  to  demand  and  recoTer  in  the 
names  of  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  from  the  said  persons  canying  on 
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business  as  Messrs.  F.  and  P.,  the  said  snm  of  2992.  9«.  9d,  for  and  in     Ptecedmis, 
respect  of  goods  then  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  H.  W.  andB.B.tothe        ~~ 
said  persons,  with  intent,  by  means  of  the  false  pretence  aforesaid,  unlaw-         ^ 
fallj,  knowingly  and  designedly,  fraudulently  to  obtain  of  and  from  the  indictment 
said  A.  S.  and  others,  divers  of  the  moneys  of  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  as  against  two 
such  society  as  aforesaid,  to  wit»  to  the  amount  of  299/.  9«.  Od.,  and  to  P^°?^, 
cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  same.  Whereas  it  was  not  nor  is  it  the  fact  ^^^^^^  to 
that  the  said  persons  carrying  on  business  as  aforesaid  under  the  name,  obtain  money 
style  and  designation  of  Messrs.  F.  and  P.  were  indebted  to  the  said  H.  W.  from  a  mntaal 
and  R.  B.  to  the  amount  of  299(.  9t.  9dL  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  asransM 
the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.,  as  the  said  H.  W.  and  E.  B.  so  falsely  pre-  l^^'f^ 
tended  as  aforesaid.    And  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  H.  W.  ooogptncj. 
and  R.  B.  were  not  able  to  confer  on  the  said  A.  S.  and  others  the 
right  to  demand  and  recover  in  the  names  of  them  the  said  H.  W.  and 
R.  B.  from  the  said  persons  carrying  on  business  as  Messrs.  F.  and  P. 
the  said  snm  of  299/.  9s.  9(L  for  or  in  respect  of  any  goods  then  sold 
and  delivered  by  them  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.  to  the  said  persons, 
as  they  the  said  H.  W.  and  R  B.  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid;  and 
80  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said 
H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  on  the  day  and  year  on  that  behalf  aforesaid,  in  London 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court, 
unlawfully,  knowingly  and  designedly,  by  the  &lse  pretences  aforesaid, 
did  attempt  and  endeavour,  fruudulently  and  contrary  to  the  statute  in 
that  case  made,  to  obtain  frx>m  the  said  A.  S.  and  others,  as  such  society 
as  aforesaid,  their  moneys  aforesaid,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of 
the  same ;  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

SUah  Count, — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  the  said  H.  W.  and  R.  B.,  on  the  12th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1854,  in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did  conspire, 
combine,  confederate  and  agree  together,  by  divers  Mse  pretences,  and 
by  divers  unlawful,  artful,  indirect,  fraudulent  and  deceitful  ways,  means, 
devices,  and  Stratagems,  and  contrivances,  to  acquire  and  to  obtain  to 
themselves,  of  and  from  A.  S.  and  others,  divers  of  the  moneys  of  the 
said  A.  S.  and  others,  to  wit,  to  the  amout  of  500/.  and  to  cheat  and 
defraud  them  of  the  same ;  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen^ 
her  crown  and  dignity. 
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No.  m. 

Indictment  against  a  father  for  not  supplying  his  infant  child  with 

necessary  food  and  clothing. 

CENTRAL  Criminal  Court, )  The  jurors  for  our  Ladj  the  Queen 
to  wit  J       upon  their  oath  present  that,  hereto- 

fore and  during  all  the  time  in  this  count  mentioned,  P.  H.  hereinafter 
mentioned,  was  an  infant  of  very  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  three 
years  or  thereabouts,  and  by  reason  thereof  totally  unable  to  provide 
himself  with  any  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  and  that  during  all  Uie  time 
hereinafter  mentioned  the  said  P.  H.  was  under  the  care,  charge, 
dominion,  government  and  control  of  J.  H.,  the  father  of  the  said  P.  H., 
to  wit,  in  a  certain  dwelling-house  in  Montague  Court,  Bishopagate- 
street,  in  the  City  of  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Central  Criminal  Court,  by  reason  of  which  said  several  premises  it 
became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  said  J.  H.,  during  all  the  time  afore- 
said, to  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  food  and  drink  necessary 
and  proper  for  the  nourishment  and  support  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also 
with  raiment  and  apparel  necessary  and  proper  for  the  covering  and 
protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  with  reasonable  and 
proper  bedding  and  the  means  of  rest  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of 
the  said  P.  H.;  and  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
Airther  present  that  the  said  J.  H.,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf 
and  wickedly  disregarding  the  health  and  nurture  of  the  said  P.  H.,  in 
London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Courts 
during  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the  20th  day  of  July,  a.  d., 
1865,  until  the  22nd  day  of  August  in  the  same  year,  unlawfully, 
wickedly,  wilfully  and  without  any  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  make 
default  in  his  duty,  and  during  aU  the  time  aforesaid,  unlawAilly,  wickedly, 
wilfully,  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf  and  without  any  lawful  excuse 
whatsoever,  did  fail  and  omit  to  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  H.,  being 
such  infant  as  aforesaid,  and  unable  to  provide  himself  with  any  of  the 
necessaries  of  life,  and  being  under  such  charge,  government,  control  and 
dominion  as  aforesaid,  with  the  food  and  drink  necessary  and  proper  for 
the  nourishment  and  support  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  with  raiment  and 
apparel  necessary  and  proper  for  the  covering  and  protection  of  the  body 
of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  with  reasonable  and  proper  bedding  or  means  of 
rest  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  as  the  said  J.  H. 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid  could,  might  and  ought  to  have  done;  and 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  wilfully, 
wickedly,  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf  and  without  any  lawful 
excuse  whatsoever,  did  keep  the  said  P.  H.  in  the  said  house,  under  the 
charge,  control,  government  and  dominion  of  him  the  said  J.  H.,  and 
provide  the  said  P.  H.  and  supply  and  permit  the  said  P.  H.  to  be 
provided  and  supplied  with  food  and  drink  in  such  small  and  inadequate 
quantities  only,  and  with  such  insufficient  and  inadequate  raiment  and 
apparel  only,  without  any  bedding  or  means  of  rest  proper  and  reason- 
able for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  so  that  by  reason 
of  the  several  defaults  aforesaid  the  said  P.  H.,  during  all  the  lime  afore- 
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said,  did  languish  and  pine  in  great  weakness,  sickness  and  infirmity  of    Preeedmu. 
his  body,  and  on  the  said  22nd  day  of  August,  a.  d.  1855,  became  and      w""^ 

was  so  grievously  disordered,   diseased,  starved  and  emaciated  in   his        ^^ ' 

body,  and  so  injured  in  his  health  that  his  life  was  in  great  peril  and  indictment 
danger  and  was  greatly  despaired  of;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Against  a  &ther 
Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  other  ^^  ^  snpplj- 
persons  in  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  |^id^th*°^ 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  necessary  food 

Second  Count — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  and  dothing. 
do  further  present  that  the  said  J.  H.  being  the  father  of  one  P.  H., 
an  infant  of  very  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  three  years  or  there- 
abouts, and  by  reason  thereof  unable  to  take  care  of  himself  or  to  supply 
or  provide  himself,  with  any  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  not  regarding  his 
du^  of  a  parent  or  the  health,  or  nurture  of  the  said  P.  H.  in  London, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  for  a  long 
space  of  time,  to  wit,  firom  the  20th  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1855,  until  the 
22nd  day  of  August  in  the  same  year,  during  all  which  time  the  said 
P.  H.  being  an  infant  as  aforesaid,  and  unable  to  provide  or  supply 
himself  with  the  necessaries  of  life  as  aforesaid,  remained  and  was  under 
the  charge,  care,  dominion,  government  and  control  of  the  said  J.  H.,  his 
father,  and  no  other  person,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  wickedly,  without  any 
lawful  excuse  whatever,  and  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  did  fail 
and  omit  to  supply  and  provide  the  said  P.  H.,  and  to  permit  the  said 
P.  H.  to  be  supplied  with  food  and  drink  in  sufficient  quantities  for  the 
support  and  nourishment  of  his  body,  and  with  raiment  and  apparel  ' 
necessary  and  proper  for  the  covering  and  protection  of  his  body,  and 
with  bedding  and  means  of  rest  reasonable  and  proper  for  the  refresh- 
ment of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  but  on  the  contrary  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  wickedly,  contrary  to  his  duty 
in  that  behalf  and  without  any  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  provide  and 
supply  and  permit  the  said  P.  H.  to  be  provided  and  supplied  with  food 
and  drink  in  such  small  and  inadequate  quantities  only,  and  with  such 
insufficient  and  inadequate  raiment  and  apparel  only,  and  kept  the  said 
P.  H.  without  any  bedding  or  the  means  of  rest  proper  and  reasonable 
for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  so  that  by  reason  of 
the  several  defaults  in  this  count  mentioned,  the  said  P.  H.  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid  did  languish  and  pine  in  great  weakness,  sickness  and 
infirmity  of  his  body,  and  on  the  said  22nd  day  of  August  a.  i>.  1855, 
became  and  was  so  greatly  disordered,  diseased,  starved  and  emaciated 
in  his  body,  and  so  injured  in  his  health  that  his  life  was  in  great  peril 
and  danger,  and  was  greatly  despaired  of ;  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others 
in  like  case  offisnding,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  dimity. 

Third  Count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  the  said  J.  H.  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  a.  d.  1855, 
in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  in  and  upon  P.  H.,  in  the  peace  of  Grod  and  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  then  and  there  being,  unlawfully  did  make  an  assault  upon  the 
said  P.  H.,  and  then  and  there  did  beat,  wound  and  illtreat,  and  other 
wrongs  to  the  said  P.  H.,  then  and  there  did;  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 


•  • 
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No.  IV. 

Indictment  against  the  mother  of  an  infant  for  not  mpplying  it  tinih 
necessary  food  and  clothing,  she  being  /umished  by  her  huAandwUh 
ample  means  for  so  doingj  and  being  delegated  by  him  to  act  in  that 
behalf. 

CENTRAL  Criminal  Court,  \  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen 
to  wit.  J      upon  their  oath  present  that,  hereto- 

fore and  during  all  the  time  hereinafter  in  this  count  mentioned,  P.  H. 
hereinafter  mentioned  was  an  infant  of  very  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age 
of  three  years  or  thereabouts,  and  by  reason  thereof  totally  unable  to  pro- 
vide himself  with  any  of  the  necessaries  of  life.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that,  during  all  the  time 
hereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  P.  H.  was  under  the  power,  charge, 
custody  and  dominion  of  J.  H.,  the  father  of  the  said  P.  H.,  to  wit,  in  a 
certain  dwelling-house  in  Montague  Court,  Bishopsgate-street,  in  the 
city  of  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  who  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  delegated  the  care  and  nurture 
of  the  said  child  to  E.,  the  wife  of  the  said  J.  H.,  the  mother  of  the  said 
P.  H.,  by  the  said  J.  H.,  her  husband,  and  during  all  the  time  in  this 
count  mentioned,  from  time  to  time  supplied  the  said  E.  his  wife  with 
proper  and  sufficient  food  and  drink  necessary  for  the  support  and 
nourishment  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  with  sufficient  raiment  and 
apparel  for  the  covering  and  protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H., 
and  with  bedding  and  means  d  rest  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the 
refreshment  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  to  the  intent  that  the  said 
P.  H.  should  by  the  said  E.  his  mother,  be  properly  fed,  clothed,  nurtured 
and  provided  for,  and  the  said  E.  H.  by  the  commandment  and  direction 
of  the  said  J.  her  husband,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  took  upon  her^ 
self  properly  to  feed,  clothe,  nurture  and  provide  for  the  said  P.  H.  By 
reason  of  which  said  several  premises  it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the 
said  E.  H.  during  all  the  time  in  this  count  mentioned,  to  provide  and 
supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  such  proper  and  sufficient  food  and  drink 
necessary  £or  the  support  and  nourishment  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also 
with  such  sufficient  raiment  and  apparel  for  the  covering  and  protection 
of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  with  such  bedding  and  the  means 
of  rest  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the 
said  P.  H.,  and  also  to  nurture  and  cherish  the  said  P.  H.  to  the  advance- 
ment of  the  health  and  strength  of  the  said  P.  H.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that,  the  said 
E.  H.  not  regarding  her  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  wickedly  disregarding 
the  health  and  nurture  of  the  said  P.  H.,  in  London,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  during  a  long  space  of 
time,  to  wit,  from  the  20th  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1855,  until  the  22nd  day  of 
August  in  the  same  year,  unlawfrdly,  wilfully,  wickedly  and  without  any 
lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  make  de&ult  in  her  said  duty  and  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  wilMly,  wickedly,  contrary  to  her  duty 
in  that  behalf  and  without  any  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  fail  and  omit 


•  •  • 
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to  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  such  proper  and  sufficient  food     Preotimft. 
and  drink  necessary  for  the  support  and  nourishment  of  the  said  P.  H.,      ^    7^ 

and  also  with  such  sufficient   raiment  and  apparel  for  the  covering        * 

and  protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.   H.,  and  also  with  such  indictment 
bedding  and  the  means  of  rest  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the  refresh-  ag«i»t  the 
ment  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  to  nurture  and  cherish  the  jJ^f^J^^y  JJ^ 
said  P.  H.  to  the  advancement  of  the  health  and  strength  of  the  said  gQ^wiL  it 
P.  H.y  as  the  said  £.  H.  could,  might  and  ought  to  have  done,  and  on  the  with  neoeaevj 
contrary  thereof  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,   unlawfully,  wilfully,  food  and 
wickedly,  contrary  to  her  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  without  any  lawful  ^"^"f'  '?*?^ 
excuse  whatever,  did  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  such  food  by  w  hnsband 
and  drink  in  such  small  and  inadequate  quantities  only,  and  with  such  with  ample 
insafficient  and  inadequate  raiment  and  apparel  only,  without  any  bed-  means  for  ao 
ding  or  the  means  of  rest  proper  and  reasonable  for  the  refreshment  of  ^'}"?'  "S^J**"* 
the  body  of  the  sud  P.  HL,  and  did  keep  the  said  P.  H.  in  such  a  filthy,  Sfwt  in 
dirty,  unwashed  and  starved  condition,  dangerous  to  the  health  of  the  that  bebalt 
said  P.  H.,  without  in  any  way  nurturing  or  cherishing  him  to  the 
adyancement  of  his  health  and  strength,  that  the  said  P.  H.,  by  reason  of 
the  several  defaults  aforesaid  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  did  languish 
and  pine  in  great  weakness,  sickness,  nakedness,  filth  and  infirmity  of 
body,  and  on  the  said  22nd  day  of  August,  a.d.  1855,  became  and  was 
8o  grievously  disordered,  diseased,  starved  and  emaciated  in  his  body, 
and  so  injured  in  his  hc^th,  that  his  life  was  In  great  peril  and  danger 
and  was  greatly  despaired  of,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and 
her  laws,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case 
ofiending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  Crown 
and  dignity. 

2nd  eoti9?^.— And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that,  heretofore  and  during  all  the  time  hereinafter  in  this 
count  mentioned,  P.  H.,  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  an  infant  of  very 
tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  three  years  or  thereabouts,  and  by  reason 
thereof  totally  unable  to  provide  himself  with  any  of  the  necessaries  of 
life.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said  P.  H.  was  under  the 
power,  charge,  custody  and  dominion  of  J.  H.  his  father,  to  wit,  in  a 
certain  dwelling-house  in  Montague-court,  Bishopsgate-street,  in  London, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  who^ 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  delegated  to  E.  his  wife  the  care  and  nurture 
of  the  said  P.  H.,  the  child  of  the  said  E.  by  the  said  J.  her  husband, 
who,  during  kll  the  time  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time  supplied  to  the  said 
E.  his  wife  the  proper  and  necessary  means  and  authority  of  providing 
and  supplying  proper  and  sufficient  food  and  drink  necessary  for  the 
support  and  nourishment  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  sufficient  raiment 
and  apparel  for  the  covering  and  protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H., 
and  also  bedding  and  means  of  rest  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the  re- 
freshment of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  to  the  intent  that  the  said  P.  H. 
should,  by  the  said  E.  his  mother,  be  properly  fed,  clothed,  nurtured  and 
provided  for,  and  the  said  £•  H.,  by  the  commandment  and  direction  of 
the  said  J.  H.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  took  upon  herself  out  of 
the  means  so  provided  as  aforesaid  to  supply  to  the  said  P.  H.  the 
several  matters  and  things  aforesaid,  and  to  provide,  clothe,  nurture  and 
provide  for  the  said  P.  H.  By  reason  of  wluch  said  several  premises,  it 
became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  said  E.  H.,  during  all  time  in  this  count 
mentioned,  to  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  proper  and  suffi- 
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Pncedmu.  cient  food  and  drink  for  the  support  and  nourishment  of  the  said  P.  H.| 

and  also  with  sufficient  raiment  and  apparel  for  the  coyering  and  protec- 

Na  IV.  ^{qj^  ^f  ^Y^Q  ]}odj  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  with  bedding  and  the  means 
IndiotmfflQt  ^^  '^^^  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the 
a^aiiiHt  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  to  nurture  and  cherish  the  said  P.  H.  to  the  advance* 
mother  of  an  ment  of  the  health  and  strength  of  the  said  P.  H.;  and  the  jurors  afore- 
infant  for  not  Q^id^  QpQQ  i;]!^^].  02th  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  E.  H., 
inth  n^iMrr  °^^  regarding  her  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  wickedly  disregarding  the 
food  and  health  and  nurture  of  the  said  P.  H.,  in  London,  and  within  the  juris- 
dothing,  she  diction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  during  a  long  space  of  time* 

Jdth  Mnrie  ■A^'ig^st  in  the  same  year,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  wickedly  and  without  any 
means  for  so  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  make  default  in  her  said  duty,  and  during 
doing,  and  being  all  the  time  aforesaid  unlawfully,  wil^Uy,  wickedly,  contrary  to  her  duty 
delegated  bj  ^q  jJh^  behalf,  and,  without  any  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  fail  and 
tibat^^hatf"^  omit  to  provide  and  supply  the  said  P.  EL  with  proper  and  sufficient 
food  and  drink  necessary  for  the  support  and  nourishment  of  the  said 
P.  H.,  and  also  with  sufficient  raiment  and  apparel  for  the  covering  and 
protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  also  with  bedding  and  the 
means  of  rest  necessary  and  reasonable  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body 
of  the  said  P.  H.,  and  to  nurture  and  cherish  the  said  P.  H.  to  the  ad* 
vancement  of  the  health  and  strength  of  the  said  P.  H.  as  the  said  £.  H. 
could,  might  and  ought  to  have  done,  and,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  daring 
all  the  time  aforesaid  unlawfully,  wilfully,  wickedly,  contrary  to  her 
duty  in  that  behalf,  and  without  any  lawful  excuse  whatever,  did  pro- 
vide and  supply  the  said  P.  H.  with  food  and  drink  in  such  small  and 
inadequate  quantities  only,  and  with  such  insufficient  and  inadequate 
raiment  and  apparel  only,  without  any  bedding  or  the  means  of  rest 
proper  and  reasonable  for  the  refreshment  of  the  body  of  the  said 
P.  H.,  and  did  keep  the  said  P.  H.  in  such  a  filthy,  dirty,  unwashed, 
neglected  and  starved  condition,  without  in  any  way  nurturing  or 
cherishing  him  to  the  advancement  of  his  health  and  strength  that  the 
said  P.  H.,  by  reason  of  the  several  defaults  aforesaid,  and  during  all 
the  time  aforesaid,  did  languish  and  pine  in  great  weakness,  sickness, 
nakedness,  filth  and  infirmity  of  body,  and  on  the  said  22nd  day  of  August 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  became  and  was  so  grievously  disordered,  diseased, 
starved  and  emaciated  in  his  body  that  his  life  became  and  was  in  great 
peril  and  danger  and  was  greatly  despaired  o^  in  contempt  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  aU 
others  in  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  Crown  and  dignity. 

Zrd  count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
farther  present  that  the  said  E.  H.,  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  a.d.  1855, 
in  London,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  in  and  upon  P.  H«,  in  the  peace  of  God  and  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  then  and  there  being  unlawfully  did  make  an  assault  upon  the 
said  P.  H.,  and  then  and  there  did  beat,  wound  and  illtreat  him,  and 
other  wrongs  to  the  said  P,  H.  then  and  there  did  against  the  peace  of 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  Crown  and  dignity,  (a) 

(a)  The  two  foregoing  indictments  were  drawn  bj  R.  M.  Straight,  Esq.,  to  whom  the 
Reporter  is  indebted  for  the  following  statement  of  the  principles  on  which  thej  were  fnuned: — 

The  prisoners,  Peter  and  Eliza  Hennessey,  were  committed  for  a  joint  misdemeanor,  and 
some  difficulty  was  felt  in  drawing  an  indictment  which  would  be  good  as  against  each.  The 
offtece  being  one  at  Common  Law,  it  became  neoessary  to  set  forth  those  ciroomstances  which 
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'  gsve  rise  to  tbe  legal  obligation,  and  it  was  felt  tliat  in  so  doing  the  faota  which  would  show 
a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  wifB  would  discharge  the  husband  from  criminal  responaibilitj:  {Rex 

.  T.  Sqtdret  cited,  Greares  BusseU,  Vol.  1,  490 ;  Bex  v.  Sandere,  7  C.  &  P.)  A  joint  indict- 
ment, moreoTer,  appeared  open  to  the  objection,  that  there  would  be  a  misjoinder  of  offences, 
and  that  it  might  be  contended  that  no  joint  dntj  ever  existed ;  as,  on  tbe  anthority  of 
the  befufe> mentioned  cases,  the  wife's  responsibility  only  commenced  when  the  husband's 
eoDcluded,  hj  supplying  her  with  necessaries.  And  that  if,  by  analogy  to  the  case  Reg*  r. 
Phunmer  (I  C.  &  K.),  the  husband  having  made  proper  provision  for  ihe  child,  by  the  supply 
of  necessaries  to  the  wife,  it  had  come  to  his  knowledge  that  they  were  being  wit^eld,  and 
that  his  primary  duty  revived,  yet  that  when  such  primary  duty  revived  the  wife*s  coued, 

-  Ibr  the  fact  of  the  husband  being  then  under  tbe  legal  obligation  personally  to  deliver  food  to 
the  ehUd,  would  make  the  wife's  concurrence  then  unnecessary.  In  other  words,  that  the 
hoabaad's  legal  obligation  lasts  until  he -has  provided  the  wife  necessaries,  and  revives  when  he 
discovers  that  such  necessaries  are  being  withheld.  The  wife's,  on  the  other  hand,  endures 
Mparately  and  distinct  from  the  husband  for  so  long  a  time  as,  being  supplied  with  necessaries, 
sIm  leads  the  husband  to  trust  to  her  willingness  to  supply  them  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
ehild.  It  was  on  such  a  view  that  these  indictments  were  framed,  that  against  the  husband 
to  cover  the  time  when  it  might  be  shown  in  evidence  he  had  £uled  to  supply  the  wife  with 
necessaries,  or,  having  supplied  them,  was  cognizant  of  their  being  withheld.  That  against  the 
wife  to  have  reference  to  any  time  when  it  might  be  made  to  appear,  that  having  been  supplied 
with  necessaries  to  be  applied  by  her  to  tbe  nourishment  of  the  child,  she  withheld  them 
without  the  knowledge  of  her  husband.  The  indictment  against  the  wife  is  believed  to  be  novel 
in  its  finm.  Cases  may  be  supposed  where  there  are  lawful  impediments  to  the  wife  delivering 
food  provided  by  her  husband  to  the  children — such  as  separation  from  husband  and  child, 
nckness,  and  tbe  like,  so  that  no  duty  would  arise  out  of  a  mere  delivery  to  her.  The  indict- 
ment, therefore,  was  made  to  contain  the  averment  that  the  wife  took  upon  herself  to  supply  to 
the  ehild  the  necessaries  provided  by  the  husband:  (vide  Re^.  v.  BM  and  anoAer,  4 
Cox's  Crim.  Cas.  455.) 


No.  V. 

Indietment  cfa  Batikrupt  for  making  false  ahstoers  in  an  examination 

by  the  Commissioner, 

CriT  of  Exeter,  and  County  of  the  same  City, )  The  jurors  for  oar 
to  wit,  J      Lady  the    Queen 

upon  their  oath  present,  that  heretofore  and  aHer  the  making,  passing 
and  coming  into  operation  of  **  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act, 
1849,"  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence  here- 
inafter next  mentioned,  M.  A.  P.,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  David,  in 
the  county  of  the  said  city  of  Exeter,  was  a  trader  within  the  meaning 
of  the  laws  then  in  force  relating  to  bankrupts,  and  liable  to  become 
bankrupt,  and  for  six  calendar  months  next  immediately  preceding  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  hereinafter  mentioned  had  resided  and 
carried  on  business  within  the  district  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for 
the  Exeter  district,  to  wit,  in  the  said  city  of  Exeter  and  county  of 
the  same  city,  and  that  the  said  M.  A.  P.  being  such  trader  as 
aforesaid,  and  so  liable  as  aforesaid,  heretofore  and  before  the  commis- 
sion of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day 
of  August,  A.D.  1856,  was  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  R.  W.  and 
H.  W.,  partners  in  trade,  in  die  sum  of  50/.  and  upwards,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  23 R  I4s.  9c/.,  being  the  price  and  value  of  certain  goods  sold 
and  delivered  by  them  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  at  her  request,  and  being  so 
indebted  and  such  trader  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, the  said  M.  A.  P.  did  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  that  is  to  say, 

e2 
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Precedents,    ^j  procuring  her  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution.    And  the  juron 
jj^  y        aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that,  thereupoii 
-  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  daj  of  August,  in  the  year  afore- 

iDdictment  of  a  Said,  tbe  said  R.  W.  and  H.  W.,  so  being  such  partners  in  trade  and  such 
Unknipt  for  creditors  as  aforesaid,  did  present  their  petition  to  the  said  Court  of  Bank- 
Mswere  on**  ruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district,  holden  at  Queen-street,  in  the  city  of  Exeter 
•zamimitiaii  aforesaid,  and  in  the  county  of  the  same  city,  according  to  the  form  specified 
by  the  in  schedule  M.  annexed  to  the  said  act,  and  in  and  by  their  said  petitioa 

commianonen.    did  show  unto  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  that  the  said  M.  A.  F. 
being  such  trader  as  aforesaid,  and  having  carried  on  business  for  six 
calendar  months  next  immediately  preceding  the  date  of  the  said  petition, 
within  the  district  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  dis- 
trict, that  is  to  say,  the  city  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  was  indebted  to  them 
in  the  sum  of  50/.,  and  that  they  had  been  informed  and  believed  that 
the  said  M.  A.  P.  had  then  lately  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  law  of  bankruptcy,  and  did  therefore 
pray  that,  on  proof  of  the  requisition  in  that  behalf,  abjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy might  be  made  against  the  said  M.  A.  P. ;  and  the  said  R.  W. 
then  and  there,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  in  the  said 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  did  duly  verify  the  truth  of  the  said  petition  in  the 
form  specified  in  schedule  N.  to  the  said  act  annexed,  as  in  and  by  the 
said  petition  and  the  said  verification  thereof  filed  in  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district  aforesaid,  reference  being  thereunto 
had  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear.    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that,  thereupon  and  afterwards, 
and  before  the  commission  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  to 
w^it,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
did,  under  the  said  petition,  proceed  to  receive  proof  of  the  said  debt 
and  of  the  said  trading  of  the  said  M.  A.  P.  and  of  her  said  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  upon  proof 
thereof  made  to  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  that  behalf,  did  adjudge 
the  said  M.  A.  P.  to  be  bankrupt,  a  duplicate  of  which  said  a^udicatioa 
afterwards  and  before  the  commission  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  notice 
of  such  adjudication  was  given  in  the  London  Gazette  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  was  served  upon  the  said  M.  A.  P.  by  leaving  the  same 
at  the  usual  and  last  luiown  place  of  business  of  the  said  M.  A.  P., 
to  wit,  at  No.  2,  Queen^street,  in  the  city  of  Exeter  aforesaid.     And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that, 
afterwards  and  after  the  expiration  of  seven  days  from  the  said  acyudi- 
cation  and  the  said  service  of  the  said  duplicate,  to  wit,  on  the  day 

of  ,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  no  cause  having  been  shown  in  the 

meantime  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the 
annulling  of  the  said  adjudication,  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  did 
cause  notice  and  advertisement  of  the  said  filing  of  the  said  petition  and 
of  the  said  abjudication  to  be,  and  the  same  was,  given  in  the  London 
Gazette,  and  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  did,  by  the  said  notice  and 
advertisement,  appoint  two  public  sittings  of  the  said  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy for  the  said  M.  A.  P.  to  surrender  and  conform  according 
to  law,  the  first  of  which  said  sittings  was  thereby  then  and  there 
appointed  for  the  13th  day  of  September  then  next,  at  the  hour  of  one 
of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  thereof  precisely,  and  the  last  of  which  said 
sittings  was  thereby  then  and  there  appointed  for  the  11th  day  of  Octo- 
ber then  next,  at  the  hour  of  one  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  thereof 
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precisely,  which  said  last  mentioned  day  was  a  day  not  less  than  thirty     Pr«M(lnili» 
days  and  not  exceeding  sixty  days  fi:x>m  the  said  notice  and  advertisement       -J""^ 
in  the  Jjjndon  Gazette  as  aforesaid,  and  was  the  day  limited  for  the  ^    ' 

surrender  of  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  to  wit,  under  the  said  petition.     And  indictment  of  a 
the   jurors   aforesaid,    upon  their  oath  aforesaid,   do  further  present  bankmpt  for 
that  afterward  and  after  such  notice  and  advertisement  in  the  London  m^i^g  ^'^ 
Gazette  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  in  tli©  ^J^j^^n"* 

year  aforesaid,  notice  in  writing  of  the  said  M.  A.  P.  having  heen  so  bj  the 
a^udged  and  declared  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  sittings  commiiuoiier. 
and  of  the  said  day  and  hour  linuted  for  such  surrender  as  afore- 
said, was  left  at  the  usual  and  last  known  place  of  business  of  the  said 
M.  A.  P.  (she  not  then  being  in  prison),  to  wit,  at  No.  2,  Queen- 
street,  in  the  city  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  by  which  said  last-mentioned 
notice  the  said  M.  A.  P.  was  required  personally  to  be  and  appear 
before  M.  B.,  Esq.,  then  being  the  commissioner  of  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district  aforesaid,  and  acting  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  said  petition  on  the  said  13th  day  of  September 
then  next  at  one  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon  precisely,  and  on  the  said 
11th  day  of  October  then  next  at  one  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon 
precisely,  at  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district  in 
Exeter,  then  and  there  to  be  examined,  and  to  make  a  full  and  true 
discovery  and  disclosure  of  all  her  estate  and  effects,  according  to  the 
direction  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  afterwards, 
that  is  to  say,  on  the  24th  day  of  September  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the 
said  M.  A.  P.  did  surrender  to  and  personally  appear  at  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district  aforesaid,  hdden  at  Queen-street,  in 
the  city  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Paul  in  the  city  of 
Exeter  aforesaid,  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  then 
being  such  conunissioner  as  aforesaid,  and  duly  acting  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  said  petition,  and  then  and  there  duly  made  and  signed  the  declaration 
contained  in  the  schedule  W.  to  the  said  act  annexed,  whereby  she  then 
solenmly  promised  and  declared  that  she  would  make  true  answer  to  all 
such  questions  as  might  be  proposed  to  her  respecting  all  the  property 
of  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  and  all  dealings  and  transactions  relating  thereto^ 
and  would  make  a  full  and  true  disclosure  of  all  that  had  been  done  with 
the  said  property  to  the  best  of  her  knowledge,  information  and  belief 
(he  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such  comnussioner  as  aforesaid,  having  then 
and  there  competent  authority  to  administer  the  said  declaration  to  the 
said  M.  A.  P.  in  that  behali*},  and  was  thereupon  then  and  there  duly 
examined  and  questioned  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such  commis- 
sioner as  aforesaid,  by  word  of  mouth,  touching  and  concerning 
matters  relating  to  her  trade,  dealings  and  estate,  and  upon  the  said 
examination,  and  in  the  course  of  the  same  the  following  questions 
became  and  were,  and  each  of  them  respectively  became  and  was  material, 
that  is  to  say,  whether  any  person  of  the  name  of  K.  had  been  indebted 
to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  49/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him, 
and  whether  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  said  sum  of  49/., 
and  who  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  R.  was;  and  also,  whether  any 
person  of  the  name  of  D.  had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P. 
in  the  sum  of  57/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  and  whether  he  had 
accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  and  who  the  said  person  of  the 
name  of  D.  was ;  and  also,  whether  any  person  of  the  name  of  S.  H. 
had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  66/.   18«.  for 
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goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  and  whether  he  had  accepted  a  biU  of 
exchange  for  that  amoant,  and  who  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  S.  H. 
was ;  and  also,  whether  any  person  of  the  name  of  E.  had  been 
indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  60/.  for  goods  supplied 
hj  her  to  him,  and  who  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  E.  was  ;  and 
also,  whether  any  person  of  the  name  of  T.  had  been  indebted  to  the 
said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  75/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him, 
and  whether  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  and 
who  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  T.  was ;  and  also,  whether  any 
person  of  the  name  of  W.  M.  had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P. 
in  the  sum  of  54/.  7^.  9d.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  and 
whether  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  and  who 
the  said  person  of  the  name  of  W.  M.  was  s  and  also,  whether  any 
person  of  the  name  of  S.  bad  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P. 
in  the  sum  of  6bL  ISs.  Ad.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  and 
whether  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  and  who 
the  said  person  of  the  name  of  S.  was;  and  also,  whether  the  said 
M.  A.  P.  had  kept  or  had  any  account  in  writing  of  or  relating  to 
the  said  several  bills  of  exch^ige  or  any  of  them,  and  whether  such 
account  had  been  entered  in  any  book,  and  whether  any  book  in  which 
it  had  been  entered  had  been  destroyed.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  M.  A. 
P.  having  made  and  signed  the  said  declaration,  and  being  so  examined 
and  questioned  as  aforesaid,  not  regarding  the  laws  of  this  realm, 
but  intending  to  pervert  the  due  course  of  justice,  and  to  defraud 
the  creditors  of  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.  then  and  there  upon  the 
said  examination,  upon  her  declaration  aforesaid,  in  answer  to  divers 
questions  which  were  then  and  there  put  to  her  by  virtue  of  the  said 
petition  for  adjudication,  and  of  the  said  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
against  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.  as  aforesaid,  &lsely,  knowingly,  mali- 
ciously, wilfully  and  corruptiy,  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such 
commissioner  as  aforesaid,  and  having  such  lawful  and  competent 
authority  as  aforesaid,  to  administer  the  said  declaration  in  that  behalf 
and  to  take  and  hear  the  said  examination,  did  depose  and  declare 
(amongst  other  things)  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to 
say :  that  a  person  of  the  name  of  R.  (meaning  the  said  person  of 
the  name  of  R.)  had  been  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  49/L  for 
umbrellas  and  parasols  supplied  by  her  to  him,  that  he  had  accepted  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum  (meaning  the  said  bill  for  the  sum  of 
49/.),  and  had  sent  the  said  bill  of  exchange  to  her  by  letter,  that  he 
was  a  traveller  of  Devonport  (meaning  Devonport,  in  the  county  of 
Devon),  and  that  she  had  had  dealings  with  him  before;  and  also,  that  a 
person  of  the  name  of  D.  (meaning  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  D.)  had 
been  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  57/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him, 
that  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum  (meaning  the  said 
bill  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  57/.),  that  he  was  a  traveller  and  hawker 
of  umbrellas,  and  that  he  had  paid  her  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  of 
exchange;  and  also,  that  one  S.  H.  (meaning  the  said  person  of  the  name  of 
S.  H.)  had  been  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  ^L  18#.  for  goods  supplied 
by  her  to  him,  that  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum  (meaning 
the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  66/.  18#.),  that  he  was  a  dealer  in 
umbrellas,  and  lived  in  King-street,  in  Plymouth  (meaning  Plymouth,  in 
the  county  of  Devon),  that  she  had  had  previous  transactions  with  him, 
and  that  he  had  paid  to  her  the  said  sum  of  66/.  18^.;  and  alsoi,  that  a  man 
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called  E.  (meaning  the  said  person  of  the  name  of  E.)  had  been  indebted  to    fVaoedentf. 

her  in  the  sum  of  50/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  that  he  had  accepted        

a  bin  of  exchange  for  that  amount  (meaning  the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  ^^'  ^' 
the  sum  of  50/.),  and  that  he  had  paid  the  amount  of  the  said  bill;  and  also,  indictment  of  t 
that  a  person  of  the  name  of  T.  (meaning  the  said  person  of  that  name)  had  bankrupt  for 
been  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  75/.  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  making  fa^w 
that  he  had  accepted  a  bill  for  that  sum  (meaning  the  said  bill  of  exchange  ■"'^?*  ^  *° 
for  the  sum  of  75/.),  that  he  had  paid  that  amount,  that  she  had  seen  ^^e°^  ^ 
him  in  Exeter,  that  he  was  a  hawker  of  umbrellas,  and  that  he  lived  oommissioner. 
at  Middle  or  Mill-street,  Taunton  (meaning  Taontpn,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset) ;  and  also,  that  one  W.  M.  (meaning  the  said  person  of  the 
name  of  W.  M.)  had  been  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  54/.  7s.  9d. 
for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  that  he  had  accepted  a  bill  for  that  sum 
(meaning  the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  54/.  7s,  9c/.),  and  that 
he  was  a  draper  and  umbrella  seller ;  and  also,  that  one  S.  (meaning 
the  said  person  of  the  name  of  S.)  had  been  indebted  to  her  in  the 
8am  of  66L  I3s.  4cf.,  that  he  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that 
sum  (meaning  the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  66/.  13^.  4d.)f  that  he  lived 
in  Devonport  (meaning  Devonport,  in  the  county  of  Devon),  and  that 
she  knew  where  to  go  for  him  in  Devonport;  and  also,  that  she  had 
received  different  portions  of  the  amounts  of  the  said  bills  of  exchange 
before  they  were  due,  and  that  she  had  kept  an  account  relating  to  the 
said  bills  of  exchange  in  a  book,  and  that  she  had  destroyed  the  said  book 
by  putting  it  into  the  fire.  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the 
name  of  R.  had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  49/.,  or  in  any 
sum  of  money  for  umbrellas  and  parasols  supplied  by  her  to  him,  or  for 
or  on  any  account  or  consideration  whatsoever;  and  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of  R.  had  sent  or  delivered  to  her  a 
bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  him  for  that  or  for  any  sum  by  letter  or  by 
any  other  means;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact)  there  was  not  any 
person  of  the  name  of  R.,  who  was  a  traveller  of,  in,  or  from  Devon- 
port  aforesaid;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  she,  the  said  M.  A.  P., 
had  not  had  any  dealings  with  a  person  of  the  name  of  R.  And  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of  D.  had  been  indebted  to 
the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  57/.,  or  in  any  sum  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to 
him,  or  for  or  on  any  account  or  consideration  whatsoever ;  and  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  he  had  not  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  or 
for  any  sum  of  money,  nor  had  he  paid  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  the  amount 
of  the  said,  or  of  any,  bill  of  exchange.  And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of  S.  H.,  or  of  the  name  of  H.,  had  been 
indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  66L  ISs.,  or  in  any  sum,  for 
goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  or  for  or  on  any  account  or  consideration 
whatsoever ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of 
S.  H.,  or  H.,  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum,  or  paid  the 
said  sum,  or  any  sum,  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of  S.  H.,  or  H.,  had  lived  in  King-street,  in 
Plymouth  aforesaid  ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  M.  A.P. 
had  not  had  any  transactions  with  a  person  of  the  name  of  S.  H.,  or  EL 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of  E.  had 
been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  in  the  sum  of  50/.  or  in  any  sum  for 
goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  or  for  or  on  any  account  or  consideration 
whatsoever ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of 
E.  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum,  or  had  paid  the  amount 
of  the  said  bill.     And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the 
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came  of  T.  bad  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of  75/.,  or 
in  any  sum  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  or  for  or  on  any  account  or 
consideration  whatsoever  ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person 
of  the  name  of  T.  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  sum, 
or  paid  that  amount ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of 
the  name  of  T.  lived  at  or  in  Middle  or  Mill-street,  in  Taunton 
aforesaid.  And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no  person  of  the  name  of 
W.  M.  or  M.  had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  in  the  sum  of 
54/.  Ts,  9d.,  or  in  any  sum  for  goods  supplied  by  her  to  him,  or  on  or  for 
any  account  or  consideration  whatsoever,  or  had  accepted  a  bill  of  ex- 
change for  that  or  any  sum.  And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  no 
person  of  the  name  of  S.  had  been  indebted  to  the  said  M.  A«  P.  in  the 
sum  of  66/.  ISs,  4d,  or  in  any  sum,  or  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchan|2;e  for 
that  sum,  or  lived  in  Devonport  aforesaid.  And  whereas,  in  truth  and 
in  &ct,  the  said  M.  A.  P.  had  not  received  any  portion  of  the  amounts 
of  the  said  bills  of  exchange  or  any  of  them.  And  whereas,  in  truUi 
and  in  fact,  the  said  M.  A.  P.  had  not  kept  an  account  relating  to  the 
said  bills  of  exchange,  or  any  of  them,  in  any  book,  as  the  said  M.  A.  P., 
at  the  time  of  her  deposing  and  declaring  as  aforesaid,  well  knew.  And 
so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said 
M.  A.  P.,  on  the  24th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the 
said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  tbe  Exeter  district,  in  the  parish  afore* 
said,  in  the  said  city  of  Exeter,  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such  com- 
missioner as  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  then  and  there  having 
such  power  and  authority  as  aforesaid,  by  her  own  act  and  consent, 
and  of  her  own  most  wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid,  fiilsely,  wickedly,  wilfully  and  corruptly  did  depose,  state, 
affirm,  and  declare  that  which  was  false,  in  and  to  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.'s 
knowledge  at  the  time  of  her  so  deposing,  stating,  affirming  and  declaring 
as  aforesaid,  and  did  then  and  there  falsely,  wickedly,  wilfully  and 
corruptly  commit  wilful  and  corrupt  peijury  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen  her  Crown  and  dignity.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  {foresaid,  do  further  present  that,  heretofore  and  before  the  com- 
mission of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  to  wit^  on  the 
29th  day  of  August,  a.d.  1855,  the  said  M.  A.  P.  was,  by  a  certain 
abjudication  in  writing,  under  the  hand  of  M.  B.,  Esq.,  in  due  form 
of  law,  adjudged  and  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt  (he,  the  said  M.  B., 
Esq.,  then  being  a  commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for 
the  Exeter  district,  holden  at  Queen-street,  in  the  said  city  of  Exeter, 
and  being  then  and  there  duly  authorized  and  empowered  to  make  such 
abjudication  in  that  behalf,  and  to  act  in  the  prosecution  thereof  X  and 
that  after  the  said  adjudication  of  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.  as  a  bankrupt 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
a  meeting  was  duly  holden  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Paul,  in  the  city  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  before  the  said  M.  B., 
Esq.  (so  being  such  commissioner,  and  duly  authorized  and  empowered 
as  aforesaid  to  inquire  touching  the  dealings,  estate,  and  effects  of 
the  said  M.  A.  P.  as  a  trader  and  bankrupt  as  aforesaid),  and  that  at  the 
said  meeting,  on  the  day  and  year,  and  in  the  place  last  aforesaid,  the 
said  M.  A.  P.  was  present,  and  then  and  there  duly  made  and 
signed  the  declaration  contained  in  the  schedule  W.  to  the  said  act 
annexed,  whereby  she  then  solemnly  promised  and  declared  that  she 
would  make  true  answer  to  all  such  questions  as  might  be  proposed  to 
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her  respecting  all  the  property  of  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  and  all  dealings     Preoedefnu. 

and  transactions  relating   thereto,   and  would    make  a  full    and  true        

disclosure  of  all  that  had  been  done  with  the  said  property,  to  the  ^^'  ^' 
best  of  her  knowledge,  information,  and  belief;  he  the  said  M.  B^  indictment  of  a 
Esq.,  such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  having  then '  and  there  competent  bankropt  for 
authority  to  administer  the  said  declaration  to  the  said  M.  A.  P.  making  faJse 
in  that  behalf,  and  was  thereupon  then  and  there  duly  e^ni*°cd  J|^^J]^^?J^*° 
and  questioned  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such  commissioner  as  afore-  \^j  ^h^ 
said,  by  word  of  mouth,  touching  and  concerning  matters  relating  to  her  comminioner. 
property,  and  her  dealings  and  transactions  relating  thereto,  and  upon  the 
last  mentioned  examination,  and  in  the  course  of  the  same,'  the  questions 
alleged  in  the  first  count  of  this  indictment  to  have  become  and  been 
material  and  therein  set  forth,  became  and  were,  and  each  of  them 
respectively  became  and  was  material.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  M.  A.  P.  having 
made  and  signed  the  said  declaration,  and  being  so  examined  and 
questioned  as  last  aforesaid,  not  regarding  the  laws  of  this  realm,  but 
intending  to  pervert  the  due  course  of  justice,  and  to  defraud  the 
creditors  of  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.  then  and  there  upon  the  last- 
mentioned  examination,  upon  her  declaration  aforesaid,  in  answer  to 
divers  questions  which  were  then  and  there  put  to  her,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  as  last  aforesaid,  falsely,  knowingly, 
maliciously,  wilfully  and  corruptly,  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq.,  such  com- 
missioner as  aforesaid,  and  having  such  lawful  and  competent  authority 
as  aforesaid,  to  administer  the  said  declaration  in  that  behalf,  and  to 
take  and  hear  the  said  examination,  did  then  and  there  depose,  state, 
affirm,  and  declare  (amongst  other  things)  in  substance  and  effect  as  in 
the  said  first  count  she  is  alleged  to  have  deposed,  stated,  affirmed,  and 
declared;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  depositions,  statements^ 
and  declarations  were  false  in  and  to  her  knowledge  at  the  time  of  her 
so  deposing,  stating,  and  declaring  as  aforesaid,  as  in  the  said  first 
count  alleged.  And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  say  that  the  said  M.  A.  P.,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid 
in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  Exeter  district,  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Paul,  in  the  said  city  of  Exeter,  before  the  said  M.  B.,  Esq. 
(such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  having  such  power 
and  authority  as  aforesaid),  by  her  own  act  and  consent,  and  of  her  own 
most  wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  falsely, 
wickedly,  wilfully,  and  corruptly,  did  depose,  state,  affirm  and 
declare  that  which  was  false  in  and  to  her  the  said  M.  A.  P.'s  knowledge 
at  the  time  of  her  so  deposing,  stating,  affirming  and  declaring  as 
afiuresaid,  and  did  then  and  there  falsely,  wickedly,  wilfully,  and  corruptly 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen^ 
her  Crown  and  dignity. 
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STATUTES  AND  PARTS  OF  STATUTES 

AFF£CTING  THE  CRIMINAL  LAW,   PASSED    IN    THE  SESSION  OF 

PARLIAMENT  OF   1856. 


TRIAL  OF  OFFENCES  ACT. 
19  Vict.  Cap.  16. 

An  Act  to  empower  the  Court  ofQueen^s  Bench  to  order  certain  Offenders 
to  be  tried  at  the  Central  Criminal  Coiir^— [11th  April,  1856.] 

WHEREAS  it  would  contribate  to  the  better  administraftioB  ef 
criminal  justice  in  England  and  Wales  if  persons  charged  with 
indictable  offences  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ceaftral 
Criminal  Court  were  rendered  liable  to  be  tried  in  certain  cases  aft  the 
said  Central  Criminal  Court :  be  it  therefore  enacted  bj  the  Queen's 
most  excellent  Majesty,  bj  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Lords 
spiritualand  temporal,  and  Commons,  in  this  presentParliament  assenUed, 
and  bj  the  authority  of  the  same  as  follows : 
Power  to  Court      L  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  for  any.  felony  or  visde- 
^  hToide    °^^°^<^'  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been  committed  at  any  plaoe  oat 
iodictments  '  ^^  ^^^  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  shall  have  beeo 
remoTed  into     removed  by  writ  of  certiorari  into  her  Majesty's' Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
that  ooart         either  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  and  it  shall  appear  to  such 
eithw  before  or  court  in  term  time,  or  to  any  judge  thereof  in  vacation,  that  it  is  expe- 
of  this^t^to  be  ^^^'^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  of  justice  that  such  indictment  or  inquisition  should  be 
tried  at  the       tried  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  aueh 
Central  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  term  time,  or  for  such  judge  thereof  in  Taca- 

Crimiiial  Court.  ^^^^  ^  order  that  such  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  be  tried  at  the  said 

Central  Criminal  Court. 
When  any  rach      II.  Whenever  any  such  order  shall  have  been  made,  the  Queen's 
JUfr'tSi'***^    coroner  and  attorney,  or  other  officer  having^  the  custody  of  therecordaof 
indictment        ^^^  ^^^  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  shall  forthwith  upon  notice  of  such 
shall  be  Order  transmit  such  indictment  .or  inquisition  so  removed  by  certiorari  as 

transmitted  to    in  the  preceding  section  mentioned,   together  with  any  depositions, 
the  Central       examinations,  or  informations  relating  to  any  offence  charged  therein 
\;nminai  Court.  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  j^j^  custody,  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  to  be  by  him  kept  among  the  records  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court. 
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in.  Whenerer  any  person  shall  have  been  committed  or  held  to  bail  19  Viot  c.  16. 
•for  any  felony  or  misdemeanor  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been       nZZT^' 
committed  at  any  place  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal   Qjfgg^g^  %^ 

Court,  and  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  term         

time,  or  to  any  judge  thereof  in  vacation,  that  it  is  expedient  to  the  ends  The  Ooort  of 
of  justice  that  such  person  should  be  tried  for  such  offence  at  the  said  Qaeen'B  Bench 
Central  Criminal  Court,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  Court  of  Queen's  ^^  ehLi"5 
Bench  in  term  time,  or  for  such  judge  thereof  in  vacation,  to  order  that  ^th  anyoflfence 
such  person  shall  be  tried  for  such  offence  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  oommitted  oat 
Coart,  and  thereupon  a  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  issued  to  the  justices  of  ^  *h6.  . 
oyer  and  terminer  or  of  gaol  delivery,  or  of  the  peace,  before  whom  any  {j^Cratral 
indictment  or  inquisition  charging  such  person  with  such  offence  shall  criminal  Conrt 
then  be  pending,  or  before  whom  any  such  indictment  shall  thereafter  be  to  be  tried  at 
found,  or  to  the  coroner  before  whom  any  such  inquisition  shall  have  been  that  court,  and 
or  shall  thereafter  be  taken,  commanding  them  or  him  to  certify  and  ^J2or«ri"all 
return  such  indictment  or  inquisition  into  the  said  Central  Criminal  j^^^  ^^  r^mo^ 
Court.  the  indietmeoi 

IV.  Whenever   any  such  order  as  is  mentioned  in  any  preceding  "to  the 
section  of  this  act  shall  have  been  made,  the  justice  before  whom  any  X^  •    i/j^^rt 
person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  indictment  shall  have  been  , ' 

examined,  the  coroner  before  whom  such  inquisition  shall  have  been  o,^^iJJ7i^ 
taken,  the  clerk  of  assize,  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  any  other  person  having  made,  the 
the  custody  or  possession  thereof,  shall  forthwith,  upon  the  delivery  to  depoaitiona,  ftc, 
him  of  an  office  copy  of  such  order,  transmit  any  recognizances,  deposi-  ■^**'  ** 
tions,  examinations,  or  informations  relating  to  the  offence  charged  in  ^i^^Jla  ** 
such  indictment  or  inquisition  which  shall  be  in  his  custody  or  possession  criminal  Gout, 
to  the  proper  officer  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  to  be  by  him 
kept  among  the  records  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court. 

V*.  Whenever  any  such  order  as  is  mentioned  in  any  preceding  section  When  anjanch 
of  this  act  shall  have  been  made,  and  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  ^^^  ba»  been 
have  been  transmitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  p^^^^^gj^^jj 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  any  gaol  or  house  ^e  removed  to 
of  correction  in  which  any  person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  Newgate. 
indictment  or  inquisition   shall  be  confined  shall  forthwith  upon  the 
delivery  to  him  of  an  office  copy  of  such  order,  without  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  or  other  writ  for  that  purpose,  cause  such  person,  with  his  com- 
mitment md  detainer,  to  be  safely  removed  to  Her  Migest/s  gaol  of 
Newgate  in  the  city  of  London  ;  and  thereupon  the  keeper  of  the  said 
gaol  of  Newgate  shall  receive  such  person  into  his  custody  in  the  sard 
gaol  of  Newgate,  there  to  remain  until  he  shall  be  delivered  by  due 
course  of  law. 

YI.  Whenever  any  application  shall  be  made  to  the  said  Court  of  Adefeadaot 
Queen's  Bench  or  to  any  judge  thereof,  either  before  or  after  any  indict-  ?«^  "«*  •PP**' 
ment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  found  or  taken,  for  an  order  that  any  JS^JdX'the 
person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  indictment  or  inquisition,  or  Queen^a 
committed  or  held  to  bail  for  any  offence,  shall  be  tried  at  the  said  Central  Bench. 
Criminal  Court,  under  the  provisions  of  thisact,it  shall  not  be  necessary  for 
such  person  to  be  brought  or  appear  in  person  before  the  said  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  or  the  said  judge  thereof,  either  upon  the  making  of  the 
determination  of  such  application,  and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  such 
person  to  plead  any  plea  to  such  indictment  or  inquisition  in  the  said 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  any  case  where  such  indictment  or  inquisi- 
tion shall  be  ordered  to  be  tried  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

/2 
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19  Vict  c.  16.      Vn.  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  sball  have  been  trans- 
-^ —        mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  provi- 

Off       Act    ®^^°®  ^^  ^^^®  *^*»  *°y^  person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  indictment 

'   or  inquisition  shall  be  arraigned  and  shall  plead  to  such  indictment  or 

A  defendant  inquisition,  and  shall  be  tried  in  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  in  the 
shall  be  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  such  offence  had  been  actually  com- 

MdKi^^*^'  ™^^*®^  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  as 
tlie  Central  ^^  ^^^^  indictment  or  inquisition  had  been  originally  presented  at  or 
CrimiDal  Court,  returned  to  the  said  CentrsJ  Criminal  Court. 

as  if  the  VIII.  Whenever  any  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  delivered  to  any  oonrt 

^^^^'tt^  for  the  purpose  of  removing  any  indictment  or  inquisition  from  aocli 
withTn  the  court,  such  court  shall  require  any  person  who  shall  be  attending  such 
jurisdiction  of  court  under  any  recognizance  or  subpoena  to  prosecute,  or  to  prosecute 
that  court.  and  give  evidence,  or  to  give  evidence,  upon  the  trial  of  such  indictment 
When  a  or  inquisition,  to  enter  into  a  recognizance  in  such  sum  of  money  as  to  such 

certiorari  is  court  shall  seem  fit,  to  prosecute,  or  to  prosecute  and  give  evidence,  or  to 
dehvered  to  any    -^  evidence,  as  the  case  may  be,  upon  the  trial  of  such  indictment  or 

court  toremove  ?       .  .^.  \  j      i.*^  T,  i    n  i.    ^  •   j 

any  indictment,  mquisition,  whenever  and  wherever  the  same  shall  be  tned. 
such  court  sball     IX.  Whenever  any  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  delivered  to  any  court 
bind  the  for  the  purpose  of  removing  any  indictment  or  inquisition  from  such 

prosecutor  and    cqu^,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  court  either  to  require  any  person  who 

witnesses  to  ^  0   m 

appear  on  the  ^^^^  be  attending  such  court  under  any  recognizance  to  take  his  trial 
trial.  upon  such  indictment  or  inquisition  to  enter  into  such  recognizance,  with 

Where  a  SO  many  sureties,  and  in  such  sum  or  sums  of  money,  and  with  such  con- 

oertiorari  19  dition  for  his  appearance  and  taking  his  trial  upon  such  indictment  or 
delirered  to  any  inquisition,  whenever  and  wherever  the  same  shall  be  tried,  as  to  such 
MT^Mrtraent*  ^^^^'  ^hsXi  seem  fit,  or  to  commit  such  person  to  the  common  gaol  or 
such  court  may  house  of  correction  for  the  county  or  place  for  which  such  court  shall  be 
bail  or  commit  holden,  there  to  remain  until  he  shall  be  removed  under  the  provisions  of 
any  defendant  this  act  or  otherwise  delivered  by  due  course  of  law. 
an  awd  th  ^'  ^^®^  recc^izance  which  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  entered  into 

under  any  ^^^  ^^^  prosecution  of  any  person,  and  every  recognizance,  as  well  of  any 
recognizance,  witness  to  give  evidence  as  of  any  person  to  answer  for  any  offence, 
All  recogni-  shall,  in  case  any  such  order  shall  be  made  for  the  trial  of  such  offence  at 
zances  to  be  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  be  obligatory  on  each  of  the  parties 
obligatory  on  bound  by  such  recognizance  to  prosecute  and  give  evidence,  and  to  do  all 
entering  into  ^^^^^  things  therein  mentioned  with  reference  to  the  said  trial  at  the  said 
them  to  Central  Criminal  Court,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  recognizance  had  been 

prosecute,  &c.,  originally  entered  into  for  prosecuting  such  offence,  appearing,  or  giving 
at  the  Central  evidence,  or  doing  such  other  things  before  the  said  Central  Criming 
if'wtioe  be  "**  Court :  provided,  that  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  given,  either 
given  of  the  personally  or  by  leaving  the  same  at  the  place  of  residence  as  of  which 
change  of  the  parties  bound  by  such  recognizance  are  therein  described,  to  appear 
court.  before  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  upon  the  trial  of  the  said  offence : 

Court  of  provided  also,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

Queen's  Bench  in  term  time,  or  for  any  judge  thereof  in  vacation,  to  cause  the  party  apply- 
may  require  jjjg  f^j.  g^^jj^  q^^^^  whether  he  be  the  prosecutor  or  party  charged  with 
^ra  truJ  at  ^^^  offence,  to  enter  into  a  recognizance  in  such  sum,  and  with  or  without 
the  Central  Sureties,  as  such  court  or  judge  may  direct,  conditioned  to  give  such 
Criminal  Court,  notice  to  the  parties  bound  by  such  recognizances  to  appear  before  the 
aai^^rtiM**"  ^  ^^  Central  Criminal  Court :  provided  ^so,  that  where  it  shall  appear 
bound  by*  *®  *"7  court  to  which  any  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  delivered,  for  the 
recognizance,  purpose  of  removing  any  indictment  or  inquisition  from  such  court,  that 
any  person  so  bound  by  recognizance  has  been  personally  served  with 
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any  such  notice  as  in  this  section  is  mentioned,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  19  V3ct.«.  16. 
for  soch  court  to  require  such  person  to  enter  into  a  fresh  recognizance,       r'~*T~/ 
unless  it  shall  appear  to  such  court  that  it  is  expedient  to  the  ends  of  off^^  %^^ 
justice  that  such  person  should  enter  into  such  recognizance.  

XL  Whenever  any  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  delivered  to  any  court  for  Wbere  •  ^ 
the  purpose  of  removing  any  indictment  or  inquisition  from  such  court,  ?I?**"|?  *■ 
and  any  person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  indictment  or  inquisition  ^J^  ^^  ^w^ 
shall  then  be  in  prison,  such  person  shall  not  be  discharged  by  such  court  ghi^i  not 
out  of  prison,  but  shall  remain  therein  until  he  shall  be  removed  under  disduuipe  aoj 
the  provisions  of  this  act  or  otherwise  discharged  by  due  course  of  law.    dcfimdant  tbm 

XIL  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  trans-  "*  P™"** 
mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  provi-  ??^^"'?  ^ 
sions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  aoy'defraiLut 
to  issue  process  for  apprehending  any  person  charged  by  suc-h  indictment  at  Urge,  and 
or  inquisition  with  any  offence,  and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit-  witnesses  maj 
nesses,  as  well  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  as  on  the  part  of  the  ^  compdled  to 
defence,  on  the  trial  of  such  indictment  or  inquisition,  in  like  manner  as  * 

in  cases  of  indictments  found  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  for 
offences  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court ;  and  every  such  process  shall  and  may  be  lawfully  executed  at  any 
place  within  England  and  Wales. 

XIII.  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  trans-  Expenses  of  the 
mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  provi-  finsecntion  and 
sions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  !!!J^'|?2  *** 
to  order  such  expenses  of  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses,  and  such  other  ^^ 
expenses,  and  such  of  the  several  rewards  payable  in  pursuance  of  any 

statute  made  or  to  be  made,  as  to  such  Central  Criminal  Court  shall 
seem  reasonable  and  sufficient,  to  be  paid  by  and  to  the  same  persons  and 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  Central  Criminal  Court  were  holden  under 
commissions  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  or 
place  in  which  such  indictment  shall  have  been  found  or  such  inquisition 
shall  have  been  taken. 

XIV.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Majestj 
Her  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council,  from  time  to  time  to  make  rules  i°  ooodcU  may 
and  regulations  touching  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  or  any  other  gaol  or  °J^[J***  ^ 
prison,  and  the  government  and  keeping  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  this  parpbeeeof    ' 
act,  and  touching  the  alteration  of  any  commissions,  writs,  precepts,  or  this  act. 
other  proceedings  whatsoever  for  carrying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  this 

act ;  and  all  such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  of  the  like  force  and 
effect  as  if  the  same  had  been  made  by  authority  of  Parliament,  and  shall 
be  notified  in  the  London  Gozettey  or  in  such  other  manner  as  Her 
Majesty  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council 
shiJl  think  fit  to  direct. 

XY.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person,  by  himself  or  by  his  No  objection  to 
counsel,  to  take  any  objection,  either  in  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  Im  taken  to  aoj 
X)r  in  any  court  of  error,  to  any  writ  of  certiorari,  or  to  any  order  of  the  '"j^.  ^  , 
said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  or  of  any  judge  thereof,  or  to  any  other  pro-  ^^g^^  or  other 
ceedings  under  or  by  virtue  of  which  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  pnweediog  for 
have  been  removed  into  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  transmitted  r«noTing  anjr 
or  removed,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act^  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  ^"^ct™«nt,  fte. 
Court,  or  to  any  caption  of  any  court  before  which  such  indictment  shall 
have  been  found,  or  to  any  matter  or  thing  set  out  or  appearing  on  the 
face  of  the  record,  save  and  except  only  to  such  indictment  or  inquisition 
alone. 
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19  Vict,  c  16.      XYI.  WbeneTen*  any  indictment  or  inqnisition  shall  have  been  tnms- 
-—         mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  prori- 

0/^Rce«  Jce    *^^"^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^'  ^^^  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 

'   Court  for  the  time  beinf^,  or  anj  two  or  more  of  them,  shall  possess  the 

When  the  same  power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority  as  to  all  matters  and  things 
indictnwnt  baa  whatsoever  as  if  the  offence  charged  in  the  said  indictment  or  inquisition 
STcI^ntS^*^  had  actually  been  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  s«d  Central 
Criminal  Coart  Criminal  Court :  and  every  such  offence  may  be  dealt  with,  tried,  and 
shall  have  the  determined  by  and  before  such  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central 
same  aothoritj  Criminal  Court,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  in  the  same  manner  in 
ki/b€«n^'^^"  all  respects  as  if  the  same  had  actually  been  committed  within  the  juris- 
•ommitted  diction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  as  if  such  indictment  or 
within  iu  inquisition  had  been  originally  presented  at  or  returned  to  the  said  Central 
juriadictiflo.       Criminal  Court 

It  shall  not  be       XYIL  It  shall  not  be  necessary  for  any  purpose  whatsoever  to  prove 
neceasMTj  to      tij^t  any  indictment  or  inquisition  for  any  offence  committed  or  supposed 
uIir^troeDt^   *^  *^*^®  ^^^"  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
been  properlj     Criminal  Court  has  been  duly  removed  into  the  said  Court  of  Queen's 
removed  or        Bench,  or  duly  transmitted  or  removed  into  the  said  Central  Criminal 
transmitted.       Court  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  but  every  such  indictment  and 
inquisition  shall  be  presumed  to  have  been  duly  removed  and  transmitted 
or  duly  removed  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  upon  production  of  the 
same  in  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  by  the  proper  officer  having  the 
custody  of  the  records  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court ;  and  no 
evidence  or  proof  to  the  contrary  shall  be  admitted. 
Verdicu  and         XVIII.  Every  verdict  and  judgment  which  shall  be  given  upon  any 
{U^j-?^  *^     indictment  or  inquisition  transmitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Centnd 
Criminal  Court,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  be  of  the  same 
force  and  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  such  indictment  had  been  duly  found, 
and  such  inquisition  had  been  duly  taken,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  as  if  the  offence  charged  in  such  indict- 
ment or  inquisition  had  been  actually  committed  within  the  jurisdictitm 
of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court. 
Any  peraon  XIX.  When  any  person  shall  have  been  convicted  of  any  offence  at 

5^"^®**^  "*y  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  upon  the  trial  of  any  indictment  or 
be  panished  inquisition  transmitted  or  removed  thereto  under  the  provisions  of  this 
uther  in  act,  it  sbaU  be  lawful  for  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central 

,tbe  coQDtj         Criminal  Court  before  whom  any  such  conviction  shall  have  taken  place, 
▼here  the         ^p  f^^  ^^y  ^ ^^  ^  more  of  them,  or,  in  case  sentence  shall  not  then  be 
•eommitted  or     P^^^^y  ^^  ^be  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  or 
within  the         for  any  two  or  more  of  them,  at  any  subsequent  sessions  of  the  said  Cen- 
jnrisdiction  of    tral  Criminal  Court,  to  order  and  adjudge  such  convict  to  be  punished 
c  ^  ^I'cn.  t_  according  to  law  at  any  place,  either  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
rumn    Ckmrt.  Qq^^iiQ  Criminal  Court,  or  within   the  county  or  place  where   such 
offence  shall  have  heem  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been  committed  ; 
and  in  eases  where  such  justices  and  judges,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them, 
shall  order  such  convict  to  be  punished  in  such  county  or  place,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  justices  and  judges,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  after 
passing  sentence  upon  such  convict,  to  make  an  order  commanding  the 
keeper  of  the  gaol  of  Newgate  to  cause  such  convict  to  be  delivered  into 
the  custody  of  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  the  g^l  or  house  of  correction  in 
such  county  or  place,  together  with  such  order,  and  commanding  such 
gaoler  or  keeper  to  receive  such  convict  into  his  custody  in  such  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  until  such  sentence  shall 
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any  such  notice  as  in  this  section  is  mentioned,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  19  V3ct «.  IS. 
for  SQch  court  to  require  such  person  to  enter  into  a  fresh  recognizance,       r~^ ^ 
unless  it  shall  appear  to  such  court  that  it  is  expedient  to  the  ends  of  Qg^^  j^^ 
justice  that  such  person  should  enter  into  such  recognizance*  

XI,  Whenever  any  writ  of  certiorari  shall  be  delivered  to  any  court  for  Where  a 
the  purpose  of  removing  any  indictment  or  inquisition  from  such  court,  ?I?'®'*5*  *■ 
and  any  person  charged  with  any  offence  by  such  indictment  or  inquisition  eJJJ^^^^iJ^ 
shall  then  be  in  prison,  such  person  shall  not  be  discharged  by  such  court  gtuji  Qot 
out  of  prison,  but  shall  remain  therein  until  he  shall  be  removed  under  disduuipe  aoj 
the  provisions  of  this  act  or  otherwise  discharged  by  due  course  of  law.    defendant  then 

Xn.  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  trans-  "*  pn*»°« 
mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  provi-  ?^^*^"'?^ 
sions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  anydefenXnt"* 
to  issue  process  for  apprehending  any  person  charged  by  such  indictment  at  large,  and 
or  inquisition  with  any  offence,  and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit-  witnesees  may 
nesses,  as  well  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  as  on  the  part  of  the  ^  *^?ff^**^.*? 
defence,  on  the  trial  of  such  indictment  or  inquisition,  in  like  manner  as  *'^*^  "•  *"**• 
in  cases  of  indictments  found  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  for 
offences  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court ;  and  every  such  process  shall  and  may  be  lawfully  executed  at  any 
place  within  England  and  Wales. 

XIII.  Whenever  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  trans-  Expenses  of  the 
mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  under  the  provi-  Brwecation  and 
sions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  "J^'*?*2  ^ 
to  order  such  expenses  of  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses,  and  such  other  p^^ 
expenses,  and  such  of  the  several  rewards  payable  in  pursuance  of  any 

statute  made  or  to  be  made,  as  to  such  Central  Criminal  Court  shall 
seem  reasonable  and  sufficient,  to  be  paid  by  and  to  the  same  persons  and 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  Central  Criminal  Court  were  holden  under 
commissions  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  or 
place  in  which  such  indictment  shall  have  been  found  or  such  inquisition 
shall  have  been  taken. 

XIV.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Majeetj 
Her  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council,  from  time  to  time  to  make  rules  ^°  «nincil  uMjr 
and  regulations  touching  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  or  any  other  gaol  or  °J*^!  J?^"  *** 
prison,  and  the  government  and  keeping  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  this  parpbeesof    ' 
act,  and  touching  tlie  alteration  of  any  commissions,  writs,  precepts,  or  this  act. 
other  proceedings  whatsoever  for  carrying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  this 

act ;  and  all  such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  of  the  like  force  and 
effect  as  if  the  same  had  been  made  by  authority  of  Parliament,  and  shall 
be  notified  in  the  London  Gazette^  or  in  such  other  manner  as  Her 
Majesty  by  and  with  the  advice  of  Her  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council 
shall  think  fit  to  direct. 

XY.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person,  by  himself  or  by  his  No  objection  to 
counsel,  to  take  any  objection,  either  in  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  be  uken  to  anj 
XX  in  any  court  of  error,  to  any  writ  of  certiorari,  or  to  any  order  of  the  ^l  ®^  . 
said  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  or  of  any  judge  thereof,  or  to  any  other  pro-  ^J^'^'other 
ceedings  under  or  by  virtue  of  which  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  proceeding  for 
have  been  removed  into  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  transmitted  r«noTing  anj 
or  removed,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act^  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  *"^<*™M»t,  &e. 
Court,  or  to  any  caption  of  any  court  before  which  such  indictment  shall 
have  been  found,  or  to  any  matter  or  thing  set  out  or  appearing  on  the 
face  of  the  record,  save  and  except  only  to  such  indictment  or  inquisition 
alone. 
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19  Vict  c  16.      XVI.  WbeneTen*  any  indictment  or  inquiration  shall  have  been  trans- 
'—'        mitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Courts  under  the  prori- 

Offhne^AcL  *^^"^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^'  ^^^  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court  for  the  time  beinp^,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  shall  possess  the 
WbeDtbe  same  power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority  as  to  all  matters  and  things 
indictment  bas  whatsoever  as  if  the  offence  charged  in  the  said  indictment  or  inquiaitioii 
ttTcentrS*  ^*^  actually  been  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Conrt^  Criminal  Court :  and  every  such  offence  may  be  dealt  with,  tried,  and 
shall  hiive  the  determined  by  and  before  such  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central 
same  authoritj  Criminal  Court,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  in  the  same  manner  in 
Ead^been  *****^  ^^  respects  as  if  the  same  had  actually  been  committed  within  the  juris- 
•ommitted  dicUon  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  as  if  such  indictment  or 
within  iu  inquisition  had  been  originally  presented  at  or  returned  to  the  said  Central 
jurisdictioo.       Criminal  Court. 

It  shall  not  be       XVIL  It  shall  not  be  necessary  for  any  purpose  whatsoever  to  prove 
necessary  to      ii^i  ^j^j  indictment  or  inquisition  for  any  offence  committed  or  supposed 
undicUneDt^   *^  ^*^®  ^®*  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
been  properly     Criminal  Court  has  been  duly  removed  into  the  said  Court  of  Queen's 
removed  or        Bench,  or  duly  transmitted  or  removed  into  the  said  Central  Criminal 
transmitted.       Court  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  but  every  such  indictment  and 
inquisition  shall  be  presumed  to  have  been  duly  removed  and  transmitted 
or  duly  removed  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  upon  production  of  the 
same  in  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  by  the  proper  officer  having  the 
custody  of  the  records  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court ;  and  no 
evidence  or  proof  to  the  contrary  shall  be  admitted. 
Verdicte  and  XVIII.  Every  verdict  and  judgment  which  shall  be  given  upon  any 

k  ^d^^  ^^  indictment  or  inquisition  transmitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Centred 
Criminal  Court,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  be  of  the  same 
force  and  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  such  indictment  had  been  duly  found, 
and  such  inquisition  had  been  duly  taken,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  as  if  the  offence  chained  in  such  indict- 
ment or  inquisition  had  been  actually  committed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court. 
Any  perwn  XIX.  When  any  person  shall  have  been  convicted  of  any  offence  at 

convicted  may  ijj^  gj^j^  Central  Criminal  Court  upon  the  trial  of  any  indictment  or 
be  ponished  inquisition  transmitted  or  removed  thereto  under  the  provisions  of  this 
either  in  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central 

.the  county  Criminal  Court  before  whom  any  such  conviction  shall  have  taken  place, 
▼here  the  ^p  f^p  g^j  ^^^  ^  more  of  them,  or,  in  case  sentence  shall  not  then  be 
«ommitted'or  P^^^sed,  for  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  or 
within  the  for  any  two  or  more  of  them,  at  any  subsequent  sessions  of  the  said  Cen- 
jurisdiction  of  tral  Criminal  Court,  to  order  and  adjudge  such  convict  to  be  punished 
c  *  ^^^'r  t  •<^c^'^i°g  ^  ^^  ^^  *°y  place,  either  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
"  '    Central  Criminal  Court,  or  within  the  county  or  place  where  such 

offence  shall  have  beoi  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been  committed  ; 
and  in  cases  where  such  justices  and  judges,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them, 
shall  order  such  convict  to  be  punished  in  such  county  or  place,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  justices  and  judges,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  after 
passing  sentence  upon  such  convict,  to  make  an  order  commanding  the 
keeper  of  the  gaol  of  Newgate  to  cause  such  convict  to  be  delivered  into 
the  custody  of  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  the  gaol  or  house  of  correction  in 
such  county  or  place,  together  with  such  order,  and  commanding  such 
gaoler  or  keeper  to  receive  such  convict  into  his  custody  in  such  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  until  such  sentence  shall 
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have  been  exectited  upon  such  conyict  according  to  law,  or  until  he  shall  19  Vict.  e.  is. 
be  otherwise  delivered  by  dae  course  of  law,  and  also  to  make  an  order        *7T' 
commanding  the  sheriff  of  such  county  or  place  to  execute  such  sentence   qII^  ^^ 

upon  such  convict  within  such  county  or  place  according  to  law  in  the        

same  manner  as  if  he  had  been  tried  and  reodved  such  sentence  in  such 
county  or  phice ;  and  every  such  sheriff,  gaoler,  and  keeper  respectively 
is  hereby  commanded  to  perform  and  execute  according  to  law  each  and 
every  thing  which  he  shall  be  commanded  to  perform  and  execute  by  any 
such  order ;  and  the  several  forms  in  the  schedule  to  this  act  contained^ 
or  forms  to  the  like  effect,  shall  be  deemed  good,  valid,  and  sufficient  in 
law  ;  and  in  the  case  of  any  order  directed  to  any  sheriff,  and  command- 
ing him  to  execute  any  sentence,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  deliver  such 
order  either  to  such  sheriff  or  to  his  under  sheriff. 

XX.  Whenever  any  person  shall  have  been  removed  into  the  custody  A07  pn8on«r 
of  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  under  the  provisions  <^  remoTed  or 
this  act,  or  shall  have  been  committed  to  the  custody  of  such  keeper  by  ^j^jl^  Q^^r 
the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  such  person  shall,  without  writ  of  this  act  may  be 
habeas  corpus  or  other  writ  for  that  purpose,  be  removed  into  and  from  takeo  to  aod 
the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  when  and  as  often  as  it  may  be  neces-  fromthoCeDtrmI 
aary,  by  the  keeper  of  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  with  his  commitment  „  ^^  ^^^"^ 
and  detainer,  in  order  that  he  may  be  tried,  sentenced,  or  otherwise  neoeiBar/. 
dealt  with  according  to  law,  and  such  removal  shall  not  be  deemed  an 


XXI.  Every  prisoner  so  removed  as  in  any  of  the  preceding  sections  Evwy  priaeoer 
of  this  act  is  mentioned  shaU,  for  and  during  the  time  of  such  removal,  ^^l*^  ^>V 
and  for  and  during  the  time  of  his  being  removed  back  to  the  gaol  or  ^^^^  ^  ^ 
house  of  correction  from  which  he  shall  have  been  brought,  when  and  as  ^j^jg  ^^  ^^^ 
often  as  he  shall  for  any  reason  be  so  removed  back,  and  also  for  and  be  aeemtd  to  b» 
during  such  time  as  he  may  be  detained  in  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  or  in  l^wM 
in  any  county  gaol  or  county  to  or  through  which  he  shall  have  been  so  <^^^7' 
removed,  and  until  he  shall  be  delivered  by  due  course  of  law,  be  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  deemed  and  considered  to  be  in  the  proper  l^al  custody, 
notwithstanding  that  he  may  in  effecting  such  removal  have  been  taken 
or  detained  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  of  a  city  or  town,  or  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county,  riding,  or  division,  to  the  gaol  or  house 
of  correction  of  which  he  may  have  been  originally  committed,  into  any 
other  jurisdiction,  or  out  of  the  county  or  jurisdiction  to  the  common 
gaoL  house  of  correction,  or  court  of  which  he  has  been  removed  into  or 
through  any  other  jurisdiction,  county,  riding,  or  division  ;  and  no  action 
or  other  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  shall  or  may  be  maintained  by  such 
prisoner  or  any  other  person  against  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  the  gaol  or 
house  of  correction  from  which  such  prisoner  shall  have  been  removed,  or 
against  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  the  gaol  to  which  such  prisoner  shall  have 
been  removed,  or  against  any  other  person,  by  reason  or  in  consequence 
of  any  such  removal  or  detainer  of  such  prisoner,  or  by  reason  or  in  conse- 
quence of  such  prisoner  having  been  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
such  county  of  a  cilj  or  town,  county,  riding,  or  division  from  the 
gaol  or  house  iji  correction  of  which  such  prisoner  shall  have  been 
removed  into  any  other  jurisdiction,  or  out  of  such  county  or  jurisdiction 
to  the  common  gaol,  house  of  correction,  or  court  of  which  he  shall  have 
been  removed  into  or  through  any  other  jurisdiction,  county,  riding,  or 
division,  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  removal  or  detention  of 
such  prisoner  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act.  ^  defradant 

XXIL  Where  any  person  charged  with  any  offence  by  any  indictment  on  bail  may  be 
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19  Vict.  c.  16.  or  inquisition  transmitted  or  removed  to  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court, 

TT^      under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  appear  before  such  court  in  pursa- 

OffenceaAet    ^"^  ^^  ^"^  recognizance  for  that  purpose  or  otherwise,  it  shall  be  lawful 

'  for  such  court  from  time  to  time  and  as  often  as  to  the  same  court  shall 

ballad  again  or  seem  fit,  either  to  require  such  person  to  enter  into  such  recognizance, 
committed  to  ^ith  so  many  sureties,  and  in  such  sum  or  sums  of  money,  and  with  such 
Newgate.  condition  for  his  appearance  at  such  Central  Criminal  Court  and  other- 

wise, as  to  such  Central  Criminal  Court  shall  seem  fit,  or  to  commit  such 
person  to  the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate  until  he 
shall  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law. 
Proaeoator  and       XXIII.  Whenyer  any  prosecutor  or  witnesses,  in  any  case  where  any 
witneaaas  may    indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have  been  transmitted  or  removed  to  the 
be  bonnd  bj      ^^  Central  Criminal  Court  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  appear 
apn^ again  at  hefore  the  Said  Central  Criminal  Court,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  court, 
the  Central       from  time  to  time  and  as  often  as  to  the  same  court  shall  seem  fit. 
Criminal  Court  to  require  such  prosecutor  and  witnesses  to  enter  into  such  j*ecognizancey 
in  such  sum  of  money,  and  with  such  condition  as  to  appearance  at  the 
said  Central  Criminal   Court  and  otherwise,  as  to  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court  shall  seem  fit. 
The  Conrt  of         XXIY.  Whenever  any  prosecutor  or  person  charged  with  any  offence 
Qae«i*a  Bench  shall  apply,  either  before  or  after  any  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  have 
""^tMrmT*       ^^^^  found  or  taken,  to  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  to  any  judge 
ir^eh  seem       thercQ^  for  an  order  that  such  indictment  or  inquisition  shall  be  tried  at 
reaaonable  on     the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  it  shall 
aoj  defendant    be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  term  time,  or  for  the 
r^Id^*t^th*^    said  judge  in  vacation,  to  require  such  prosecutor  or  other  person  to 
Central  submit  to  such  conditions  as  to  bail,  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  pro- 

Criminal  Conrt.  secutor  and  witnesses,  and  of  the  reipoval  and  transmission  or  removal  of 
such  indictment  or  inquisition,  and  of  the  removal  of  such  defendant,  and 
any  other  matter  or  thing  whatsoever,  as  in  the  judgment  of  such  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  or  judge  may  reasonably  be  imposed  upon  such  prose- 
cutor or  defendant. 
Where  the  XXY.  Whenever  any  application  shall  be  made  on  behalf  of  Her 

SiaTat^^""*  *  Migesty  or  of  any  prosecutor  to  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  to  any 
Central         *  judge  thereof,  for  an  order  that  any  person  charged  with  any  offence 
Criminal  Court,  shaU  be  tried  at  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court  under  the  provisions  of 
the  expense  of   this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  term 
^tneeaea  ahd^  time,  or  for  the  said  judge  in  vacation,  to  issue  a  certificate,  upon  the 
the  defendant,    pi^uction  of  which  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majest/s  Treasury  may 
order  to  be  paid  out  of  any  moneys  provided  by  Parliament  for  law 
charges  in  England  to  the  person  so  charged  a  sum  not  exceeding  twenty 
pounds,  to  enable  such  person  to  defray  the  charges  and  expenses  of  the 
attendance  of  his  witnesses  ;  provided  that  the  sum  so  advanced  shall  be 
allowed  for  in  the  sum  which  in  the  event  of  the  acquittal  of  such 
person  may  become  payable  under  the  order  hereinafter  mentioned. 
Power  to  court       XXVI.  In  case  any  person  who  shall  be  tried  at  the  said  Central 
to  order  Criminal  Court  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  upon  an  application  on 

expenses  of,*^  behalf  of  Her  Majesty  or  of  any  prosecutor,  shall  be  there  acquitted,  it  shall 
tobepiuS^  be  lawful  for  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  Central  Criminiil  Court 
before  whom  any  such  acquittal  shall  have  taken  place,  or  for  any  two  or 
more  of  them,  to  order  reimbursement  to  the  person  so  acquitted  of  such 
sum  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  have  been  properly  expended  for  such 
removal  of  the  trial  of  such  person,  and  the  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Treasury  shall  upon  receipt  of  such  order  pay  $uch  sum 
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or  sums  out  of  any  moneys  provided  by  Parliament  for  law  charges  in  19  Viet  c.  16. 
England.  ■— — 

XXVII.  Where  any  person  shall  have  been  removed  or  committed  to    offences  Act 

the  said  gaol  of  Newgate  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  treasurer  of        

the  county  or  place  in  which  the  offence  wherewith  such  prisoner  shall  be  The  treasurer 
charged  shall  have  been  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been  committed  **^'***  oounty 
sball  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  keeper  of  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  offence^ was 
or  to  such  other  person  as  the  visiting  justices  of  the  said  gaol  shall  committed 
appoint,  the  actual  expenses  incurred  by  the  said  keeper  in  any  removal  i»h«U  (mj  the 
of  such  prisoner  to  or  from  the  said  gaol  of  Newgate,  and  also  the  actual  «P*n*«j  of  the 
expenses  incurred  in  the  maintenance,  safe  custody,  and  punishment  of  SIiin°^^ce 
such  prisoner,  according  to  the  time  for  which  he  shall  have  been  in  cus-  &o.  in        ' 
tody  there,  at  the  average  daily  cost  of  each  prisoner,  according  to  the  Newgate. 
whole  number  of  prisoners  confined  in  the  said  gaol,  such  average  to  be 
taken  yearly,  half-yearly,  quarterly,  or  at  such  other  intervals  as  the 
visiting  justices  of  the  said  gaol  shall  from  time  to  time  determine, 
including  in  such  expenses  all  salaries  of  officers,  all  expenses  of  repairs, 
alterations,  additions,  and  improvements  in  or  to  the  said  gaol,  all  sums  paid 
to  prisoners  under  any  Act  of  Parliament  on  their  discharge  or  otherwise, 
and  any  other  charges  whatsoever  on  account  of  the  prisoners  confined  in 
such  gaol,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  a  proportional  share  of  all  deductions 
on  account  of  the  earnings  of  the  prisoners  in  the  said  gaol,  and  of  all 
sums  of  money  received  in  aid  of  the  rates  for  the  maintenance  of  such 
prison. 

XXVUI.  An  account  in  writing  of  the  expenses  due  and  payable  in  An  account 
respect  of  the  maintenance,  safe  custody,  care,  and  punishment  of  such   ^  ^^'  expenaes 

•  •       •      1  •,.  .   •'  .         <!     1    11  1  1  of  any  prisoner 

prisoner  as  in  the  last  preceding  section  mentioned  shall  be  made  out  ghaii  be 

from  time  to  time  and  signed  by  the  clerk  to  the  visiting  justices  of  the  delivered  to  the 

said  gaol  of  Newgate,  and  delivered  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  or  treasurer  of  the 

place  in  which  the  ofience  wherewith  such  prisoner  shall  be  charged  shall  ^^°°'I  ^^^^ 

have  been  committed  or  supposed  to  have  been  committed,  and  such  committed. 

account  shall  be  conclusive  against  such  county  or  place,  unless  some 

objection  thereto  shall  be  made  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  treasurer  of 

such  county  or  place,  and  delivered  to  the  clerk  of  such  visiting  justices 

within  one  calendar  month  after  such  account  shall  have  been  delivered 

to  such  treasurer. 

XXIX.  Nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  apply  to  any  -^t  "<>*  'o 

indictment  or  inquisition  charging  any  peer  or  peeress,  or  other  person  jf^J^'**" 

claiming  the  privilege  of  peerage,   with  any  offence  not  now  lawfully 

triable  by  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Gaol  Delivery  for  any 

county. 


SCHEDULE  (A.) 

To  the  Keeper  of  the  Gaol  of  Newgate,  and  to  the  Keeper  of  the  Gaol  [House  of  Correction] 
at  in  the  County  of 

Central  Criminal  Court  >  WHEREAS  at  a  Session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  holden  on 
(to  wit.)  y      the  daj  of  in  the  jear  of  our  Lord  18     ,  {^prisoner's 

ncme"]  was  couTicted  of  {here  state  shortly  the  ojence']^  and  was  thereupon  sentenced  bj  the 
said  Central  Criminnl  Court  to  be  {here  state  the  sentence,  including  the  county  or  place  where 
it  is  directed  to  be  executed] : 

These  are  therefore  in  Her  Majesty's  name  to  command  you  the  said  Keeper  of  the  said  Gaol 
of  Newgate  forthwith  to  cause  the  said  {prisoner's  name]  to  be  delivered  into  the  custody  of 
the  sjud  Keeper  of  the  s«d  Gaol  [House  of  Correction]  at  in  the  said  County 

of         ,  together  with  this  Order,  and  also  to  command  you  the  said  Keeper  of  the  said  last- 

VOL.   VII.  ff 
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19  Vict.  0,  16.  mentioned  GmI  rHoose  of  Correction]  to  receive  the  said  lprisomer*t  mame]  into  your  cnttodj 
■  in  the  same  Gaol  [Hoase  of  Correction],  and  there  safely  to  keep  him  until  the  said  sentence 

Trial  of      shall  have  been  executed  according  to  law,  or  nnlil  he  shall  be  otherwise  delivered  bj  dse 
Ojfencei  Ad     eonne  of  law. 

—  Given  nnder  the  liands  and  seals  of  na,  the  undersigned  Juaticet  and  Judges  of  the  aud 

Central  Criminal  Court. 

A.B.    (l8.) 


SCHEDULE  (B.) 

To  the  Sheriff  of  the  County  of 

Central  Criminal  Court)  WHEBEAS  at  a  Seeaionof  the  Central  Criminal  Court  holdenon 
(to  wit.)  3      the  day  of  in  the  year  our  Lord  18    ,  Ipriionv^s 

name]  was  convicted  of  [Aers  tiate  tkortly  the  ofenes],  and  was  thereupon  sentenced  by  the 
said  Central  Criminal  Court  to  be  [here  Hate  the  sewtencet  mdudntff  the  counly  or  place  vhere 
U  it  direeUd  to  be  executed] :  And  whereau  the  said  [prisoner**  name]  has  been  ordered  to 
be  removed  into  your  said  oounty  in  order  that  the  said  sentence  may  there  be  executed  upon 
him: 

These  are  therefore  in  Her  Majesty's  name  to  command  you  the  said  sheriff  to  execute  ths 
•aid  sentence  upon  the  said  [pritonert  name]  within  your  said  county,  according  to  law. 

Given  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  undersigned  Justices  and  Judges  of  the  said 
Central  Criminal  Court 

A,B.    (l.8.) 
CD.    (us.) 
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MISCELLANEOUS  PRECEDENTS. 


No.  VL 

Indictment  far  Forgery  of  certain  entries  in  the  Transfer  Book  of  Stock 
of  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company — with  count  for  Conspiracy, 

CENTRAL  Criminal  Court,  \  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen 
to  wit.  j    upon  their  oath  present,  that  whereas 

heretofore  and  before  the  eommitting  of  the  offences  hereinafter-men- 
tioned a  certain  company  was  established,  which  said  company  was 
called  and  known  as  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company*    And 
whereas,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next 
mentioned,  the  said  company  was  possessed  of  a  general  capital  stock. 
And  whereas  at  the  time  last  aforesaid  the  said  company  kept  a  book 
called  ''  The  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock,**  for  the  purpose 
of  entering  therein  the  names  of  the  several  parties  interested  in  the 
stock  of  the  said  company,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  entering  in  the 
said  book  the  amount  of  the  interest  in  the  said  stock  possessed  by  each 
person  respectively.     And  whereas  at  the  time  last  aforesaid  one  L.  R. 
and  one  C.  J.  C.  K.  were  employed  by  the  said  company  to  make  entries 
in  the  said  book.     And  whereas  it  thereby  became  and  was  the  duty  of 
the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  well  and  truly  to  make  entries.     And 
whereas  in  the  said  book  there  was  an  entry  of  the  name  of  the  said 
L.  R.  as  a  person  interested  in  the  said  capital  stock  of  the  said  company. 
And  whereas  there  was  a  certain  entry  in  the  said  book  whereby  it  was 
signified  that  the  said  L.  R.  had  become  possessed  of  a  certain  amount, 
to  wit,  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  of  certain 
stock  of  the  said  company,  called  and  known  as  '*  A.  Deferred  Stock." 
And  whereas  by  the  said  entry  it  was  further  signified  that  the  said 
L.  R.  had  become  possessed  of  the  same  by  a  certain  deed  of  transfer 
numbered  with  certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  8431.     And  whereas  the 
amount  of  the  said  stock  of  which  the  said  L.  R.  had  become  possessed, 
by  means  of  the  said  deed  of  transfer,  was  signified  in  the  said  entry  by 
certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  125.  Now  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K., 
well  knowing  the  premises,  but  being  evil  disposed  and  dishonest  per- 
sons, and  contriving  and  intending  to  defraud  on  the  day  of  , 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  in  the 
parish  of           ,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  knowingly  and  fraudulently 
did  falsely  make,  foige,  and  add  the  figure  1  to  and  before  the  said 
figures  125,  whereby  was  signified  the  amount  of  stock  whereof  the  said 
L.R.  became  possessed  by  the  said  deed  of  transfer  numbered  8431  ; 
but  by  reason  and  means  of  the  said  forgery  and  addition,  the  said  figures 
125  together  with  the  said  figure  1  so  unlawfully  forged  and  added  as  afore- 
said, became  an  entry  signifying  that  the  amount  of  stock  whereof  the 
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Precedents.    Said  L.  R.  had  become  possessed  by  means  of  the  said  deed  of  transfer 

numbered  8431,  was  one  thousand  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds, 

^^lI}'       "^^^^  intent  to  defraud,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
Indictment  for    crown  and  dignity. 

forgery  of  ^  Second  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 

certain  entries    do  further  present,  that  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  on  the  day 

j°  ^u*  r*t^k'   ^^  »  ^°  *^®  y®^^  ^^  ^^^  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 

of  the  Great       ^^^7"         ,  at  the  parish  of  ,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and 

Northern  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  fraudu- 

Railway  lently   and   knowingly  did  utter  and  publish  a  certain    false,    forged 

Company,  with  ^^^  fraudulent  entry  in  a  certain  book  kept  by  the  Great  Northern 
conspiracy.  Railway  Company,  called  "the  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated 
Stock,**  which  said  false,  forged  and  fraudulent  entry  is  as  foUows, 
1125;  which  said  false,  forged  and  fi:^udulent  entry  signified  that  the 
said  L.  R.  had  become  possessed  of  one  thousand  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  pounds,  A.  Deferred  Stock  in  the  said  Great  Northern  Rail- 
way Company,  by  a  certain  deed  of  transfer  numbered  with  certain 
figures,  that  is  to  say,  with  the  figures  8431,  with  intent  to  defraud, 
they  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  well  knowing  the  said  false, 
forged  and  fraudulent  entry  to  be  false,  forged  and  fraudulent,  at  the 
time  they  so  uttered  and  published  the  same,  against  the  peace  of  oar 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Third  count. — And  the  said  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  whereas  heretofore  and  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  in  this  count  mentioned,  the  said 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company  was  so  established  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  and  was  possessed  of  the  said  stock  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  and  was  also  possessed  of  the  said  book  entitled 
"the  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock."  And  whereas 
in  the  said  book  there  was  an  entry  of  the  name  of  the  said  L.  R.  as  a 
person  interested  in  the  said  stock  of  the  said  company.  And  whereas 
there  was  a  certain  entry  in  the  said  book,  whereby  it  was  signified  that 
the  said  L.  R.  had  become  possessed  of  a  certain  amount  of  stock,  to 
wit,  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  twelve  pounds  ten  shillings  of  certain 
stock  of  the  said  company,  called  and  known  as  "A  Deferred  Stock."  And 
whereas,  by  the  said  entry,  it  was  further  signified  that  the  said  L.  R. 
had  become  possessed  of  the  same  by  a  certain  deed  of  transfer  numbered 
with  certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  with  the  figures  8451.  And  whereas 
the  amount  of  the  said  stock  of  which  the  said  L.  R.  had  become  pos- 
sessed by  means  of  the  said  last  mentioned  deed  of  transfer  was  signified 
in  the  said  entry  by  certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  figures  21 2  IQ. 
Now  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  well  knowing  the  premises,  but 
being  such  evil  disposed  persons  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  first  mentioned,  and  at  the  parish  and  in  the  county  afore- 
said, and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlaw- 
fully, knowingly  and  fraudulently  did  falsely  make  and  forge  the  figure 
1  to  and  before  the  said  figures  212  10,  whereby  was  signified  the 
amount  of  stock  whereof  the  said  L.  R.  became  possessed  by  the  said 
deed  of  transfer  numbered  8451,  but  by  reason  and  means  of  the  said 
forgery  and  addition,  the  said  figures  212  10,  together  with  the  said 
figure  1  so  unlawfully  forged  and  added  as  aforesaid,  became  an  entry 
signifying  that  the  amount  of  stock  whereof  the  said  L.  R.  had  became 
possessed  by  means  of  the  said  deed  of  transfer  numbered  with  the 
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figures  8461,  was  one  thousand  two  hundred  and  twelve  pounds  ten    iVeoMbnte.* 

shillings,  with  intent  to  defraud,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the        

Queen,  her  crown  and  dignitj.  ^!!lZ'* 

Fourth  count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  indictment  for 
do   further   present,    that   the   said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.   being   in  forgery  of 
possession  of  a  certain  false,  forged  and  fraudulent  entry,  which  said  «rt«iii  entries 
entry  is  as  follows  :  that  is  to  say,  212  10  in  the  said  book  called  "  the  j^^  of  ^k' 
Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock,"  on  the  day  and  year  afore-  of  the  Gnat 
said,  in  the  parish  and  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Northern 
the  Central  Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  fraudulently  and  knowingly  did  Railway 
utter  and  publish  the  said  false,  forged  and  fraudulent  entry,  well  know-  ^^'^P^J*  ^*^ 
ing  the  same  to  be  forged  with  intent  to  defraud,  against  the  peace  of  our  conepiracy. 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Thirteenth  count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  heretofore  and  before  the  committing  of  the 
offence  in  this  count  mentioned,  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany kept  certain  books  for  the  purpose  of  causing  entries  to  be  made 
therein  of  every  transfer,  whereby  any  holder  of  stock  in  the  said  Great 
Northern  Railway  company  might  transfer  his  interest  in  the  said  stock 
to  any  other  person.  And  whereas  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company  kept  a  certain  book  called  **  the  Register  of  Holders  of  Con* 
Bolidated  Stock,"  for  the  purpose  of  causing  the  names  of  the  several 
parties  interested  in  the  said  stock  with  the  amount  of  the  interest  pos-* 
sessed  by  them  respectively  to  be  entered  therein.  And  whereas  by  a 
certain  deed  of  transfer  made  between  J.  A.  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
said  L.  R.  hereinbefore  mentioned  of  the  other  part ;  the  said  J.  A.  on 
the  twenty-first  day  of  Apiil,  1853,  bargained,  sold,  assigned  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  said  L.  R.  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  Consolidated 
A.  Stock  of  and  in  the  undertaking  called  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company.  And  whereas  an  entry  of  the  said  transfer  was  made  in  the 
said  book  of  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company.  And  whereas 
in  a  certain  page  of  the  said  book  called  '*  the  Register  of  Holders  of 
Consolidated  Stock,"  there  was  an  entry  of  the  name  of  the  said  L.  R., 
gentleman,  27,  Chester  Terrace,  Regent's  Park,  immediately  under  a 
certain  other  entry,  which  said  other  entry  is  as  follows  :  name,  address, 
and  description,  thereby  meaning  that  the  said  L.  R.  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, had  become  possessed  of  stock  in  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company,  by  means  of  the  deeds  of  transfer,  the  numbers  whereof  were 
placed  next  against  the  name  of  the  said  L.  R.  in  the  said  entry.  And 
whereas  the  said  deed  of  transfer  hereinbefore  mentioned  was  numbered 
with  certain  figures,  which  said  figures  are  as  follows,  8431.  And 
whereas  opposite  the  said  figures  8431  in  the  said  page  of  the  said  book, 
there  was  a  certain  other  entry  in  figures,  that  is  to  say,  125.  And 
whereas  the  said  entry  of  figures  125  was  under  another  certain  entry  in 
the  said  page  of  the  said  book,  which  said  entry  is  as  follows  :  "  A. 
Deferred."  And  whereas  the  said  entry  **  A.  Deferred  "  is  under  a  certain 
other  entry  which  said  other  enty  is  as  follows :  *'  Stock  Registered  "  in 
the  said  page  in  the  said  book.  And  whereas  the  said  figures  125  under 
the  said  two  last  mentioned  entries  and  op]K>site  to  the  said  figures  8431 
next  against  the  name  of  the  said  L,  R.,  signified  and  imported  that  the 
said  deed  of  transfer  so  numbered  with  the  figures  8431  as  aforesaid, 
bad  transferred  to  the  said  L.  R.  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  Con- 
solidated A.  Stock  in  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company.  Now 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that 
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^^r9eedm€i,     the  said  L.  R.  and  the  said  C.  J.  C.  K.,  well  knowing  the  premises^  on  the 
Ko  VI       ^^^  ^^^  ^"  ^^^  y^^^  ^^^  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 

1 *       aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court. 

Indictment  for  falsely,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully  did  forge  and  add  the  figure  1  to 
forgery  of  the  said  figures  1 25,  which  said  figure  1  so  falsely  forged  and  added  as 
b  the^twiSer  ®^^^**i<i>  together  with  the  said  figures  125,  then  became  an  entry  signi- 
book  of  stock  fy^i^g  ^^At  the  said  deed  of  transfer,  so  numbered  with  the  figures  8431 
of  the  Great  as  aforesaid,  had  transferred  to  the  said  L.  R.  one  thousand  one  hundred 
Northern  and  twenty-five  pounds  A.  Deferred  Stock  in  the  said  Great  Northern 

Cemminy  with  ^^^^*7  Company,  with  intent  thereby  then  to  defraud,  against  the 
count  for'         peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
ooDspiracj.  Fourteenth  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 

said, do  further  present,  that  the  said  L.R.  and  C.J.  C.  K.  on  the  day  and 
year  first  aforesaid,  and  in  the  parish  and  county  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  fraudulently,  falsely, 
knowingly  and  unlawfully  did  utter  and  publish  a  certain  entry  in  a 
certain  book  kept  by  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  and 
called  "  the  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock,"  which  said 
false,  fraudulent  and  forged  entry  purported  to  be  an  entry  to  a  certain 
deed  of  transfer  numbered  with  certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  with  the 
figures  8431,  which  had  transferred  to  the  said  L.  R.  one  thousand  one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  Consolidated  A.  Stock  in  the  said  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company,  with  intent  to  defraud,  they  the  said  L.  R. 
and  C.  J.  C.  K.  well  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged  at  the  time  they  so 
uttered  and  published  the  same,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  dignity. 

Twenty^fifih  count — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  whereas  the  said  L.  R.  by  a  certain  deed  of 
transfer  numbered  with  certain  figures,  that  is  to  say,  with  the  figures 
1 1,668,  and  made  between  the  said  L.  R.  of  the  one  part,  and  A.  McN. 
of  the  other  part,  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  and  transferred  to  the  said 
A.  McN.  five  thousand  pounds  Consolidated  A.  Stock  of  and  in  the  said 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  and  whereas  an  entry  of  the  said 
transfer  was  made  in  the  books  of  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company.  And  whereas  there  was  a  certain  page  of  the  said  book 
called  ^*  the  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock,"  whereon 
was  written  an  account  showing  how  many  transfers  had  been 
made  by  the  said  L.  R.  of  Consolidated  A.  Stock,  together  with  the 
numbers  of  the  said  transfers,  and  together  with  the  amounts  of  stock 
assigned  and  transferred  by  the  said  deeds  of  transfer  so  numbered. 
And  whereas,  in  the  said  page  of  the  said  book,  there  was  a  certain  entry 
forming  part  of  the  said  account,  showing  how  many  transfers  had  been 
made  by  the  said  L.  R.,  which  said  entry  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say, 
1 1,668,  thereby  meaning  the  said  deed  of  transfer  between  the  said  L.  R. 
and  the  said  A.  McN.  in  this  count  mentioned,  so  numbered  with  the 
figures  1 1,668  as  aforesaid ;  and  whereas,  opposite  to  the  said  entry 
1 1,668,  there  was  a  certain  other  entry,  which  said  entry  is  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say,  5,000,  thereby  meaning  five  thousand  pounds,  and  whereas 
the  said  entry  5,000  was  under  a  certain  other  entry,  which  said  entry 
is  as  follows  that  is  to  say,  **  A.  Deferred,"  thereby  meaning  a  certain  kind 
of  stock  in  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  called  ^'  A.  Deferred 
Consolidated  Stock."  And  whereas  the  said  entry  A.  Deferred  was  under 
a  certain  other  entry  in  the  said  page  of  the  said  book,  which  said  last- 
mentioned  entry  is  as  f<^ows,  that  is  to  say.  Stock  Transferred,  by  which 
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said  several  entries  it  was  signified  that  the  said  C.  R.  had  transferred    PrtctdMf, 
to  some  other  person  five  thousand  pounds  A.  Deferred  Stock  in  the  said       ^    ^j 

Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  by  means  of  tlie  said  deed  of  transfer        * 

numbered  with  the  said  figures  1 1,668.    Now  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  indictment  for 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  forgery  of 
on  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1853,  at  the  parish  f^ji^^^f" 

and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the   Central  \^y^  ^f  ^^^ 
Criminal  Court,  well  knowing  the  premises,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  of  tbe  Great 
knowingly  did  obliterate  and  efface  the  figure  5,  part  of  the  said  entry  Northern 
5,000,  and  did  then  and  there  falsely  forge  and  make  upon  the  place  of  ^i^^^J 
the  said  figure  5  the  figure  1,  whereby  and  by  means  of  the  said  forged  ^^^f^ 
and  false  alteration,  the  said  false  and  forged  entry  became  an  entry  conspiracj. 
signifying  that  the  said  L.  R.  had  transferred  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
pounds  Consolidated  A.  Stock,  and  not  &^&  thousand  pounds  Consolidated 
A.  Stock,  with  intent  to  defraud,  against  the  peace  of  our  Sovereign  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Twenty-ninth  count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,   upon   their    oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  whereas  heretofore  and  at  the  time  of 
the  committing  the  ofience  in  this  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 

fifty        ,  the  said  L.  R.  hereinbefore  mentioned,  had  transferred  all  the 
Consolidated  Stock  in  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  that  the 
said  L.  R.  had  ever  held  in  his  own  name.     And  whereas,  at  the  time 
last  aforesaid,  he  was  not  possessed  of  any  Consolidated  Stock  whatever 
in  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  whereon  he  was  entitled 
to  receive  dividend  in  the  name  of  L.  R.     Now  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  L.  R.  and 
C.  J.  C.  K.  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving  and  intending  to 
cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  of  their 
moneys,   unlawfully,   knowingly,   and  deceitfully  on  the   day  and   in 
the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  did  falsely  pretend 
that  he  was  possessed  of  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  twenty-five 
pounds  Consolidated  Stock  in  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company, 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  L.  R.  was  not  then  possessed  of 
the  said  one  thousand  six  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  Consolidated 
Stock  or  any  part  thereof,  as  they  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  at  the 
time  they  so  falsely  pretended  as  aforesaid  well  knew,  by  means  of 
which  such  false  pretences,  they  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  on  the 
day  and  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court, 
unlawfully,  fraudulently,  and  knowingly  did  obtain  of  and  from  the 
Great    Northern    Railway  Company,    a  certain  dividend-warrant,    or 
order  for  the  payment  of  money,  to  wit,  for  the  payment  of  twenty-two 
pounds  nineteen  shillings  and  three  halfpennies,  of  great  value,  to  wit, 
of  the  value  of  twenty-two  pounds  nineteen  shillings  and  three  half- 
pennies in  money,  of  the  goods,  chattels,  moneys,  and  securities  of  the 
said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud 
the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  of  the  same,  against  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Thirtieth  count, — And  the  jurora  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  being  evil  dis- 
posed persons,  and   contriving   and  wickedly  intending  to   cheat  and 
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Preeedenti.  defraud  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  of  their  moneys,  on 

• — ~  the  day  and  in  the  year  first  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 

^'      '  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Civninal 

Indictment  far  Court,  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate  and  agree  together  to  cheat 

forfceiy  of  and  defraud  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  of  their  moneys. 

certain  entries        ^nd  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 

l»ok*of^k  ^^^^  *^®  ®*^^  ^'  ^*  *°^  ^*  ^*  ^'  ^'  ^°  pursuance  of  and  according  to  the 
of  the  (}reat  ^^^  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy,  and  agreement  between  them 
Northern  as  aforesaid,  had  on  the  day  and  in  the  year  first  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 

Railway  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 

cowltfor' ^      Central  Criminal  Court,  did  write  and  enter,  and  cause,  and  procure  to 
conepincj.        ^  written  and  entered,  divers  false  and  fraudulent  entries  in  a  certain 
book  of  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  called  ^*  the  Regis- 
ter of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock." 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  confederacy,  combina- 
tion, and  agreement  between  them  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  as 
aforesaid,  had  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  did  falsely  and  fraudulently  forge  and  alter,  and  cause 
and  procure  to  be  forged  and  altered,  divers  other  entries  in  the  said 
book  called  *^  the  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock.** 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  combination,  con- 
federacy, and  agreement  between  them  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K. 
as  aforesaid,  had  on  the  day  of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 

thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-three,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  fraudulently,  falsely,  and  knowingly  did  falsely  pretend  to  the 
said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  that  the  said  L.  R.  was  possessed 
of  certain  stock,  held  in  his  own  name  to  the  amount  of  one  thousand 
six  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  he  was 
entitled  to  receive  a  certain  amount  of  money  as  dividend  upon  the  same. 
Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  L.  R.  was  not  at  the  time  the 
said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  so  falsely  pretended  as  last  aforesaid,  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  amount  of  stock  in  his  own  name.     And  whereas  the 
said  L.  R.  was  not  entitled  by  reason  thereof  to  receive  the  said  sum  of 
money,  or  any  sum  of  money  as  dividend  upon  the  same,  as  they  the 
said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  at  the  time  they  so  falsely  pretended  as 
aforesaid  well  knew,  by  means  of  which  said  several  false  pretences, 
they  the  said  L.  R.  and  C.  J.  C.  K.  on  the  day  and  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  did  obtain  of  and  from  the  said 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company  a  certain  dividend-warrant  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  twenty- two  pounds,  a  certain  order  for 
the  payment  of  money  of  great  value,  to  wit,  pf  the  value  of  twenty- 
two  pounds,  one  piece  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny,  twenty-two 
pounds  nineteen  shillings  in  money,  of  the  goods,  chattels,  moneys  and 
securities  of  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  with  intent  to 
cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  of  the 
same,  against  the  pence  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
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No.  vn. 

Indictment  againtt  the  Master  of  a  Workhouse  far  disposing  of  the  dead 
body  of  a  pauper  for  the  purpose  of  dissection^  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Anatomy  Acty  2  Sf  3  fVUl,  4,  c.  75 — with  counts  at  Common 
Law,{a) 

CENTBAL  Criminal  Goart,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen 
to  wit.  J      upon  their  oath  present,  that  hereto- 

fore and  hefore  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  herein- 
after next  mentioned,  A.  F.,  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  the  master  of  a 
certain  workhouse  for  the  reception  of  poor  indigent  and  impotent 
persons,  under  the  laws  in  force  relating  to  such  persons,  to  wit,  the 
workhouse  of  the  parish  of  Saint  Mary  Newington  in  the  county  of 
Surrey,  and  as  such  master  of  the  said  workhouse  was  then  and  there 
charged  with  the  superintendence,  care,  and  management  of  the  poor  and 
indigent  persons  resident  within  the  same,  and  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  whilst  the  said  the  said  A.  F. 
was  such  master  as  aforesaid,  and  so  charged  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the 
30th  day  of  January,  a.  d.  1857,  one  M.  W.,  a  poor  indigent  and  im- 
potent person,  unahle  to  provide  for  or  maintain  herself,  was  kept  and 
maintained  in  the  aforesaid  workhouse,  under  the  said  superintendence 
and  management  of  the  said  A.  F. ;  and  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said  30th 
day  of  January,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  departed  this  life  in  the  said 
workhouse;  whereupon  the  said  A.  F.,  as  such  master  as  aforesaid,  he- 
came  and  was  charged  and  intrusted  with  the  dead  body  of  the  said 
M.  W.  for  the  purpose  of  interment,  and  not  otherwise;  and  the  said 
A.  F.,  according  to  his  duty  as  master  of  the  said  workhouse  in  that 
behalf,  ought  then  and  there,  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  governors 
and  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  to  have  seen  to,  and  pro- 
vided for,  the  decent  interment  of  the  said  body  without  improper  delay, 
and  without  such  delay  to  have  caused  the  same  to  be  buried  in  the 
proper  burial-ground  of  the  said  parish  appointed  for  that  purpose,  to 
wit,  a  certain  burial-ground  called  the  Victoria-park  Cemetery.  And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the 
said  A.  F.,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  hitherto,  unlawfully  and 
designedly,  did  idtogetfaer  omit  to  provide  for  thedecentintermentof  thesaid 
body  without  delay,  and  without  delay  to  cause  the  said  body  to  be  buried, 
and  on  the  contrary  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  and  whilst  he  was  such  master,  and  so  charged  and  intrusted 
as  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  wrongfully,  indecently,  and  for  corrupt  lucre 
and  gain  to  himself  in  that  behalf,  at  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington, 
in  the  county  of  SuiTey,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  did  deliver  and  cause  to  be  delivered,  to  wit,  to  one 
R.  H.,  the  said  dead  body,  to  take  and  carry  away  the  same  from  the 

(o)  The  caae  itaelf  is  reported  in  vol.  Tiii.  p.  18. 
VOL.   VII.  h 
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PrteedenU,    workhouse  aforesaid,  to  a  certain  hospital  called  Guy's  Hospital^  in  order 
^"TT.       and  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  bod  j  being  there  dissected  and  anatomized, 

J '      without  anj  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  for  such  dissection  and 

Indictment  anatomy.  And  the  said  A.  F.  then  and  there,  and  by  the  means  afore- 
against  the  said,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  indecently  did  delay,  hinder,  and  alto- 
??*S  ^  *f  g®*^®''  prevent  the  burial  and  interment  of  the  said  dead  body  for  a 
dispoeing  of  tlie  ^^^S>  unreasonable,  and  improper  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence 
dead  body  of  a  hitherto,  in  great  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to 
paaper  for  the  the  great  scandal  of  Christian  burial,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
pnrpoM  of         Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

ooantsat'  Second  count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesud, 

Common  Law.  do  further  present  that  heretofore,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting  of  the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  the  said  A.  F.  was  the 
master  of  a  certain  workhouse  for  the  reception  of  poor  indigent  and  im- 
potent persons,  under  the  laws  relating  to  the  poor  in  England,  to  wit, 
the  workhouse  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  in  the  county  of 
Surrey,  and  as  such  master  of  the  said  workhouse,  was  then  and  there 
from  time  to  time  charged  with  the  superintendence,  care,  and  manage- 
ment of  the  poor  and  indigent  persons  resident  within  the  same;  and  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  whilst 
the  said  A.  F.  was  such  master  as  aforesaid,  and  so  charged  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  on  the  SOth  day  of  January,  a.  d.  1857,  one  M.  W.,  a  poor  indigent 
and  impotent  person,  unable  to  provide  for  or  maintain  herself,  was  kept 
and  maintained  in  the  aforesaid  workhouse,  under  the  said  superinten- 
dence, care,  and  management  of  the  said  A.  F.;  and  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
said  dOth  day  of  January,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  departed  this  life  in  the 
said  workhouse,  whereupon  the  said  A.  F.,  as  such  master  as  aforesaid, 
became  and  was  charged  and  intrusted  with  the  dead  body  of  the  said 
M.  W.  for  the  purpose  of  interment,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  the  said 
A.  F.,  according  to  his  duty  as  master  of  the  said  workhouse  in  that  be- 
half, ought  then  and  there,  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  governors  and 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  to  have  seen  to,  and  provided 
for,  the  decent  interment  of  the  said  body  without  any  improper  delay, 
and  without  such  delay  to  have  caused  the  same  to  be  buried  in  the 
proper  burial-ground  of  the  said  parish  appointed  for  that  purpose,  to 
wit,  a  certain  burial*ground,  called  the  Victoria-park  Cemetery.  And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
the  said  A.  F.,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  hitherto,  unlaw- 
fully and  designedly,  did  altogether  fail  and  omit  to  provide  for  the 
decent  interment  of  the  said  body  without  delay,  and  without  delay  to 
cause  the  said  body  to  be  buried,  and  on  the  contrary  thereof,  to  wit,  on 
the  2nd  day  of  February,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  whilst  he  was  such 
master  and  so  charged  and  intrusted  as  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  wrongfully,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  indecently,  and  designedly,  did 
deliver  and  cause  to  be  delivered,  to  wit,  to  one  R.  H.,  the  said  body,  to 
take  and  carry  away  the  same  from  the  workhouse  aforesaid  to  a  certain 
hospital,  called  Guy's  Hospital,  in  order  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  body 
being  there  dissected  and  anatomized,  without  any  lawful  authority, license, 
or  consent  for  such  dissection  and  anatomy ;'  and  the  said  A.  F.  then  and 
there,  and  by  the  means  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  indecently,  and 
designedly  did  delay,  hinder,  and  altogether  prevent  the  burial  and 
interment  of  the  said  body  for  a  long,  unreasonable,  and  improper  space 
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of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  hitherto,  in  great  contempt  of  our  said  Ladj     Preoedmt$, 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  w"^t 

Third  count — ^And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,        ^ 

do  further  present  that  heretofore  and  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  indictment 
the  offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  the  said  A.  F.  was  charged  and  against  the 
intrusted  with  the  said  dead  body  of  one  M.  W.  in  order  to  provide  for  ^"^?  ^^^ 
the  decent  burial  and  interment  thereof,  and  not  otherwise,  and  being  so  diBpaang'of  the 
charged  and  incrusted  therewith,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  dead  body  of  a 
A.  D.    1857,  at  the  parish   of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  in  the  County  of  pauper  for  the 
Surrey,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  JP'P**?  ^  .  ^ 
unlawfully,  wrongfully,  indecently,  designedly,  and  for  corrupt  lucre  and  J^^  ^* 
gain  to  himself  in  that  behalf,  did  deliver,  and  cause  to  be  delivered,  to  wit,  Common  Law. 
to  one  B.  H.,  the  said  dead  body  to  take  and  carry  away  the  same  A*om  the 
workhouse  of  the  said  parish  to  a  certain  hospital  called  Guy's  Hospital, 
in  order  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  body  being  there  dissected  and 
anatomized  without  any  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  for  such 
dissection  and  anatomy,  in  great  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen 
and  her  laws,  to  the  great  scandal   of   Christian  burial,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Fourth  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  heretofore  and  during  all  the  time  in  this  count 
mentioned,  the  said  A.  F.  was  charged  and  entrusted  with  the  dead 
body  of  one  M.  W.  in  order  to  provide  for  the  decent  burial  and  inter- 
ment thereof  and  not  otherwise,  and  being  so  charged  and  intrusted 
therewith,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afbresaid,  as  well  at  the  parish 
of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  aforesaid  as  at  the  parish  of  St.  Thomas, 
Southwark,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  court,  for  a  long  space  of  time  afterwards,  to  wit,  from  thence  hitherto, 
unlawfully,  wrongfully,  indecently,  designedly,  and  for  corrupt  lucre  and 
gain  to  himself  in  that  behalf,  did  delay,  hinder,  and  altogether  prevent 
the  burial  and  interment  of  the  said  body,  with  the  view,  object,  and 
intent  that  the  said  body,  during  the  said  time,  should  be  dissected  and 
anatomized  without  any  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  for  such 
dissection  and  anatomy,  and  for  such  lucre  and  gain  as  aforesaid,  without 
such  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  as  aforesaid,  during  the  time 
aforesaid,  unlawfully,  indecently,  and  designedly  did  cause  the  said 
body  to  be  so  dissected  and  anatomized,  to  wit,  at  the  said  hospital, 
called  Guy's  Hospital,  in  great  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen 
and  her  laws,  to  the  great  scandal  of  Christian  burial,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Fifth  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  the  said  A.  F.  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  February, 
A.  D.  1857,  at  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  wrongfully,  indecently,  and  for  corrupt 
lucre  and  gain  to  himself  in  that  behalf,  did  take  away  and  remove,  and 
cause  to  be  taken  away  and  removed  from  a  certain  workhouse  for  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  the  dead  body  of  one 
M.  W.  who  had  then  lately  died  in  the  said  workhouse,  with  the 
unlawful  purpose,  view,  and  intention  of  delaying  the  burial  and  inter- 
ment of  the  said  body  for  a  long,  unreasonable,  and  improper  space  of 
time,  and  that  during  such  time  the  said  body  should  be  dissected  and 
anatomized  without  any  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  for  such 
dissection  and  anatomy,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and 

A2 
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Proeed^nU,    her  laws,  to  the  great  scandal  of  ChristiaQ  burial,  and  against  the  peace 
j,"T^-       of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

'  J Sixth  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 

Indictment        further  present  that  the  said  A,  F.  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 

againat  the        year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  aforesaid,  in 

W*^°^*f     *^®  county  of  Surrey  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 

disposing  of  the  ^^^  unlawfully,  wrongfully,  indecently,  and  for  lucre  and  gain  to  him- 

dead  bodj  of  a  self  in  that  behalf,  did  take  away  and  remove,  and  caused  to  be  taken 

paaper  for  the    away  and  removed  from  the   said  workhouse  the  dead  body  of  one 

P?2|*?  ^   .^  M.  W.  who  had  lately  died  in  the  said  workhouse  with  intent  to  sell 

ooanto  at'         ^^^  dispose  thereof,  to  wit,  to  divers  persons  to  the  jurors   aforesaid 

Common  Law.    unknown,  for  the  purpose  of  being  dissected  and  anatomized,  without 

any  lawful  authority,  license,  or  consent  for  such  dissection  and  anatomy, 

in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  great  scandal 

of  Christian  burial,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her 

crown  and  dignity. 

Seventh  count, — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  heretofore  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 
the  oftence  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  dead  body  of  one  M.  W.,  then 
lately  deceased,  was  in  the  lawful  possession,  custody,  and  keeping  of  the 
governors  and  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Newington,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to  wit,  in  the  workhouse  for  the 
said  poor  of  the  said  parish  there  situate,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
buried  and  interred  in  a  certain  burial-ground,  to  wit,  a  cemetery 
called  the  Victoria-park  Cemetery.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their«oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  A.  F.,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1857,  at  the  parish  aforesaid^ 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central 
Criminal  Court,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  and  irreverently,  against  the  will 
and  consent  of  the  said  governors  and  guardians,  and  without  any 
lawful  authority,  license,  and  consent  for  so  doing,  unlawfully  did 
steal,  take,  and  carry  away  the  said  body  from  the  possession,  custody, 
and  keeping  of  the  said  governors  and  guardians  for  the  purpose  of 
subjecting  the  said  body  to  dissection  and  anatomy,  contrary  to  law,  in 
contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  great  scandal 
of  Christian  burial,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  d%nity. 

Eighth  count — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said  A.  F.  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  the  dead  body  of  one  IL  W.,  lately 
before  deceased,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  and  indecently  did  sell  and  dispose 
of  for  gain  and  profit,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her 
laws,  to  the  great  scandal  of  Christian  burial,  and  against  the  peace  of 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 


INDEX. 


ABORTION. 

Accessary  to  administration,  253 

ACCESSARY. 

Before  the  fact  to  manslaughter,  253 
To  attempt  to  poison,  190 

ACCOMPLICE. 
Corroboration  of,  48 

ADULTERER. 

Stealing  by  from  husband,  1 
Larceny  by,  269 

APPEAL. 

Imperfect  statement  of  case,  217 
Power  of  court  to  order  new  trial,  454 
The  costs  incurred  by  a  prosecutor  on  the 
ailment  of  a  case  reserved  for  this  court 
are  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  costs  of  the 

Erosecution ;  but  such  costs  are  to  be  taxed 
y  the  officer  of  this  court,  who  will  certify 
the  amount  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  as 
clerk  of  assize,  or  the  officer  of  the  court 
by  whom  the  case  was  reserved.  Reg,  v. 
Lewis,  406 

ARSON. 

Flax  with  the  seed  in  it  is  grtdn  within  the 
meaning  of  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  89, 
B.  10.     Reg.  ▼.  Spencer,  189 

ARTICLES  OF  PEACE. 
Sentence  on,  238 

ASSAULT. 

If  the  jury  find  that  the  prosecutrix  waa  a 
consenting  party  to  indeoent  liberties  taken 
by  the  pnsoner,  he  cannot  be  convicted  of 
an  assault. 


The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  assaulting 
and  attempting  to  have  carnal  knowledge  of 
a  girl  between  the  ages  of  ten  and  twelve 
years.  When  the  case  for  the  Crown  closed, 
counsel  for  ^the  prisoner  called  upon  the 
judge  to  leave  a  question  to  the  jury  as  to 
the  prosecutrix  consentins  to  the  acts  com- 

Elained  of,  to  tell  them,  if  they  thought  she 
ad  consented,  to  acquit  the  prisoner,  which 
his  Lordship  declined  to  do,  but  told  the 
jury  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence  for 
the  prosecution  they  should  convict  the 
prisoner: 

Held,  a  misdirection,  a§d  that  the  prisoner, 
who  had  been  convicted,  should  be  dis- 
charged, and  the  conviction  quashed.  Reg, 
V.  William  Mehegan,  145. 
If  a  constable  sees  an  assault  committed,  he 
may  recently  after  that  assault,  and  before 
all  danger  of  further  violence  has  ceased, 
apprehend  the  offender ;  and  if  in  so  doing 
he  is  resisted  and  assaulted,  the  person 
assaulting  is  liable  to  be  convicted  of  assault- 
ing a  constable  in  the  execution  of  his  duty. 
Reg.  V.  Light,  389. 

ATTEMPdPTO  COMMIT  A  FELONY. 


Indictment  for,  39 


ATTEMPT 


To  murder,  326 


AUTREFOIS  ACQUIT. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  larceny,  it 
appeared  that  the  goods  were  stolen  from  a 
stall  in  a  market  at  a  time  when  the  owner 
of  the  stall  had  left  it  temporarily  in  chaive 
of  his  son,  a  boy  of  fourteen  years  old,  who 
lived  with  his  father  and  worked  for  him. 
The  property  was  laid  in  the  son,  and  on 
that  account  an  acquittal  was  directed,  and 
another  bill,  laying  the  property  in  the 
father,  found  by  the  mmd  lury : 

Held,  that  a  plea  of  autren>is  acquit  to  that 
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second  indictment  could  not  be  sustained. 
Beg.  V.  Oreen^  186 


BANKER. 

In  criminal  cases  a  defendant  cannot  plead  a 
spedid  plea  in  addition  to  the  general  issue. 
Semme,  under  the  7  &  8  Ueo.  4,  c.  29, 
8.  62,  a  disclosure  of  any  illegal  act  to  which 
the  statute  relates  must,  to  be  rendered 
avaiable  as  a  protection,  be  made  bona  fide^ 
and  must  not  oe  a  mere  voluntary  statement 
made  for  the  express  purpose  of  screening 
the  person  making  it  from  the  consequences 
of  his  acts.  J2e  Strahan^  Pavlj  and  Bates, 
85 

BANKRUPT, 

Admissibility  of  compulsory  examination  of, 

226 
Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  bank- 
rupts under  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106,  s.  251, 
for  embezzling  part  of  their  personal  estate 
to  the  yalue  of  102.,  to  wit,  bank  notes  and 
moneys,  it  appeared  that  the  adjudication 
took  place  on  the  21st  June.  Four  days 
preyiously,  yiz.,  on  the  17th,  the  bankrupts 
received  several  bank  notes,  and  on  the 
same  day  they  crossed  over  to  Belgium, 
where  they  remained  for  a  considerable  time. 
Some  of  these  identical  notes  were  after- 
wards received  by  mercantile  houses  in 
London  from  places  in  Belgium,  to  which 
the  bankrupts  were  traced,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  as  to  how  or  where  the  notes 
were  dealt  with  by  them  from  the  moment 
of  their  receiving  them.  In  their  possession, 
when  they  were  apprehended,  was  found  a 
memoranaum-book,  purporting  to  be  an 
account  of  their  expenmtnre  m  Belgium, 
the  items  being  stated  in  foreign  coin.  The 
bankrupts  were  followed  to  England,  and 
there  arrested,  and  when  before  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court,  they  gave  no  account  of  the 
disposal  of  the  notes  in  question  : 

Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
offence  committed  within  the  realm,  for  that 
if  the  notes  were  changed  in  this  country, 
such  a  disposal  must  have  taken  place  on 
the  17th  June,  and,  therefore,  before  the 
adjudication,  and  if  disposed  of  abroad,  that, 
as  well  as  the  disposal  of  the  proceeds,  was 
a  complete  offence  there : 

Held,  also,  that  although  a  subsequent 
Don-acoountbg  was  evidence  of  a  fraudulent 
appropriation,  it  was  not  any  part  of  the 
cnme  of  embezzlement : 

Held,  also,  that  on  the  trial  of  such  an 
indictment,    no  inference  unfavourable  to 


the  defendants  ousht  to  be  drawn  from  the 
fact,  that  when  before  the  Commissioner  of 
Bankrupts,  they  refused  to  be  examined  on 
the  ground  that  they  might,.by  their  answers, 
crimmate  themselves : 

Held,  9IS0,  that  the  word  *^  moneys**  in  the 
indictment  must  be  construed  to  mean 
English  money,  and  would  not  include 
foreign  coin : 

H^d,  also,  that  the  description  of  the 
money  embezzled,  although  laid  under  a 
videlicet,  was  a  material  averment,  and  such 
as  the  court  in  its  discretion  would  decline 
to  amend. 

Semble,  per  Alderson,  B.  The  meaning 
of  the  words  ^^  personal  estate  to  the  value  of 
10/."  is  10/.  in  one  sum,  and  that  the  dis- 
posal of  several  smaller  sums  at  difierent 
times,  amounting  in  the  aggr^ate  to  a 
larger  sum  than  10/.,  would  not  be  an  em- 
bezzlement within  the  statute.  Beg.  v. 
Davison  and  Gordon,  158 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Admissibility  of  bankrupt*B  examination,  139 
12  &  18  Vict.  c.  106. 

Upon  an  indictment  against  one  of  two 
bankrupts  against  whom  there  was  a  joint 
adjudication  for  not  surrendering  pursuant  to 
the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  on  being  put  in  evidence,  showed 
several  alterations  and  interlineations.  The 
papers  were  duly  sealed  with  the  registrar's 
seal: 

Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
as  to  when  the  alterations  and  interlineations 
were  made,  the  presumption  was  that  they 
were  made  in  proper  time,  and  that  there- 
fore the  documents  were  admissible. 

Where  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  is  assigned 
by  ballot  to  a  particular  commissioner,  it  is 
no  objection  to  the  subsequent  proceedings 
that  they  take  place  before  another  oommia- 
sioner-— each  commissioner  in  the  London 
district,  while  sitting  as  such,  constituting  a 
court. 

The  duplicate  adjudication  was  left  at  the 
counting-bouse  of  the  bankrupts  on  the  2l8t 
of  June,  being  their  last-known  place  6£ 
business.  The  counting-house  was  then 
locked  up  on  behalf  of  the  assi^ees,  and  the 
paper  was  seen  there  a  fortnight  or  three 
weeks  aflerwsjrds.  On  the  26th  of  July,  the 
counting-house  was  unlocked  for  the  purpose 
of  leaving  there  the  summons  to  appear,  and 
the  place  was  lodced  up  again.  Before  the 
trial  the  counting-house  was  searched,  and 
neither  of  these  papers  was  found.  A  proper 
notice  to  produce  Uiem  was  served  upon  the 
prisoners : 
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Held,  that  the  search  at  the  comitiog- 
hoQse  and  the  notice  to  produce  were  suffi- 
cient to  render  duplicate  originals  of  both 
admissible. 

The  notice  in  the  Gazette  described  the 
bankrupts  as  of  West  Ham  Lane,  in  Mid- 
dlesex, but  the  former  proceedings  described 
them  as  of  West  Ham  Lane,  in  Essex : 

Held,  that  the  yariance  was  not  such  as  to 
inyalidate  the  proceedings. 

The  Gazette  required  the  surrender  of 
the  two  bankrupts  on  two  specified  days. 
The  summons  to  appear  was  not  left  at  the 
bankrupt's  place  of  business  until  the  first 
of  those  days  had  expired : 

Held,  that  the  service  of  the  summons  was 
sufficient. 

Upon  the  trial  the  iury  found  that  the 
bankrupts  left  the  kingdom  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy, but  believing  that  they  should  be 
made  bankrupts,  and  that  they  stayed  abroad 
with  the  intent  to  definiud  their  creditors  by 
depriving  them  of  their  richt  to  examine 
them ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  the 
bankrupts  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  con- 
tents orthe  several  documents  in  bankruptcy, 
or  even  of  the  bankruptcy  itself: 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  nevertheless 
valid. 

November  30. — Before  Campbell,  C.  J., 
Jervis,  C.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B., 
Wightman,  J.,  Gresswell,  J.,  Erie,  J., 
Piatt,  B.,  Crompton,  J.,  and  Willes,  J. 

Only  one  duplicate  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy against  the  bankrupts,  and  only  one 
summons  to  surrender  was  served : 

Held  (Jervis,  C.  J.,  Erie,  J.,  Pktt,  B., 
and  Willes,  J.,  di$9entientihu»)^  that  the  ser- 
vice was  insufficient.  Reg.  v.  Gordon^  19 
On  an  indictment  agaitist  a  bankrupt  under 
sect.  253  of  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  for  frau- 
dulently obtaining  ffoods  on  credit  within 
three  months  of  his  oankruptcy,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  prosecution  to  prove  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  and  the  other  ingredients  of  the 
bankruptcy.  Proof  of  the  adjudication  alone 
is  insufficient. 

The  act  of  bankruptcy  relied  on  was  the 
filing  of  a  petition  by  the  bankrupt  in  the 
Insolvent  Court,  and  a  copy  of  the  petition 
certified  to  be  a  true  copy  by  the  proper 
officer  of  the  court,  and  made  evidence  of 
the  petition  by  the  239th  section,  was  held  to 
be  no  evidence  of  the  date  of  the  filing  of 
the  petition,  although  on  the  back  of  the 
petition  there  was  an  indorsement  purport- 
ing to  state  when  the  petition  was  nled. 
Reg.  V.  LandSi  89 

BIGAMY. 
A  British  subject,  usually  resident  in  England, 


and  contracting  a  second  marria^  in  Scot- 
land during  the  life  of  his  wife,  is  liable  to 
be  convicted  of  biiramy  in  England  under 
the  provisions  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  22.  Reg. 
V.  Topping,  103  * 

Upon  a  trial  for  bigamy,  in  which  it  appeared 
that  the  first  husband  had  been  continually 
absent  from  the  prisoner  for  the  space  of 
seven  years  next  preceding  the  second  mar- 
riage, the  jury,  being  asked  to  consider 
whether  she  niew  her  husband  to  be  alive 
at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage,  and  if 
not,  whether  she  had  had  the  means  of  ac- 
quiring the  knowledge,  found  that  they  had 
no  evidence  of  her  knowledge,  but  were  of 
opinion  that  she  had  the  means  of  acquiring 
uiowledge  if  she  had  chosen  to  make  use  of 
them: 

Held,  that  upon  that  finding  the  convic- 
tion could  not  be  sustained,  inasmuch  as  it 
left  it  uncertain  whether,  in  fact,  she  had  or 
had  not  the   knowledge.     Reg,  v.  Mary 

^rigg^i  175 
Upon  a  trial  for  bigamy,  it  was  proved  by  a 
witness  who  was  present,  that  the  first  mar- 
riage took  place  in  a  Wesleyan  chapel  in  the 
presence  or  the  registrar  of  the  district ;  and 
an  examined  copy  of  the  entrv  in  the  register 
book  of  marriages,  kept  at  tne  office  of  the 
superintendent  registrar  of  the  district,  was 
also  produced  and  proved.  A  document 
purporting  to  be  a  certificate  by  the  super- 
intendent registrar  of  the  fact  that  the  chapel 
had  been  duly  registered,  was  also  produced 
by  a  witness  who  stated  that  he  saw  the 
refbter  book,  and  that  it  was  correctly  ex- 
tracted  * 

Held,  by  Pollock,  C.  B.,  that  the  certifi- 
cate so  proved  was  admissible  evidence  of 
the  fact  of  registration,  as  being  an  examined 
copy  of  an  entry  in  the  register ;  and  by  the 
rest  of  the  court,  that  even  if  that  certificate 
was  inadmissible,  there  was  evidence  of  a 
valid  marriage,  as  the  court  must  presume, 
from  the  facts  proved,  that  the  chapel  was 
duly  registered.    Reg.  v.  Mainwarii^,  192 

BURYING  GROUND. 
Removal  of  corpse  firom,  214 


CHEATING. 

In  an  indictment  under  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  7, 
for  cheating  at  cards,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  whose  money  is  won : 

Quare,  whether  under  that  statute  it  is 
necessary,  to  constitute  the  offence,  that  any 
money  should  be  actually  obtained.  Reg.  v. 
Moss,  200 
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COINING. 

The  mere  poasession  of  a  large  quantity  of 
pieces  of  counterfeit  coin,  of  the  same  date 
and  make,  each  being  wrapped  up  in  a 
separate  piece  of  paper,  affords  eyidence  for 
the  jury  both  of  guilty  knowledge,  and  of  an 
intention  to  utter.     Meg.  y.  Jervis^  5B 

It  is  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law  to  make 
or  procure  dies,  having  engraved  thereon 
the  obverse  and  reverse  sioes  of  a  foreign 
coin,  with  intent  therewith  to  make  such 
coin;  for  it  is  an  act  done  with  intent  to 
commit  and  proximately  connected  with  the 
conmiission  of  a  statutable  felony : 

So,  held,  although  it  was  found  that  a 
coining  press  and  some  other  things,  which 
the  prisoner  had  not  procured,  were  required 
for  the  completion  of  the  felony ;  and  that 
the  prisoner  only  intended  to  make  a  few  of 
the  counterfeit  coin  in  England  by  way  of 
trying  his  apparatus.    Reg.  v.  Roberts^  39 

CONCEALMENT  OF  BIRTH. 

Although  the  child  be  laid  in  such  a  position 
that  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  con- 
cealment was  intended,  yet  if  the  jury  find 
that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  mother,  it 
would  seem  that  the  offence  is  complete. 

The  child,  for  concealing  whose  birth  the 
mother  was  indicted,  was  found  lying  on  the 
bed  coTered  by  the  quilt  merely,  and  lying 
near  the  wall  by  the  side  of  which  the  bed 
was  placed. 

There  was  no  further  attempt  at  conceal- 
ment : 

Held,  that  if  the  jury,  from  the  other  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  should  be  of  opinion 
that  concealment  was  the  intention  of  the 
mother,  she  should  be  convicted. 

Reg,  V.  Jane  Perry  (1  Pierce  &  Dearsly, 
471 ;  S.C.  Cox  Crim.  Cas.  531)  be  acted 
on.    Reg,  V.  Mary  Gogarty^  107, 

CONFESSION. 

Prisoner's  statements,  79,  97,  139 
Admissibility  of,  244 

CONSPIEACY. 


The  directors  of  a  joint  stock  bank,  knowing 
it  to  be  in  a  state  of  insolvency,  issued  a 
balance-sheet  showing  a  profit,  and  there- 
upon declared  a  dividend  of  6  per  cent. 
Tncy  also  issued  advertisements  inviting  the 
public  to  take  shares  upon  the  faith  of  their 
representations  that  the  bank  was  in  a  flou- 
rishing condition. 

On  an  ex  officio  information  filed  by  the  '  Privilege  of,  6 


Attorney-General,  they  were  found  guilty  of 
a  conspiracy  to  defiraud.  Reg,  y.  Brown 
and  Others,  442 

CONVICTION. 

On  a  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  the 
gaoler  returned  two  committals.  The  first 
was  on  a  conviction  under  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Act  04  &  15  Vict.  c.  92),  dated 
the  2 1st  May,  and  sentenced  to  two  months* 
imprisonment,  and  to  give  bail  to  keep  the 
peace  for  seven  years ;  the  second  was  on  a 
conviction  dated  the  7ih  June,  with  a  sen- 
tence of  imprisonment  for  two  months,  and 
without  the  order  to  give  bail.  The  period 
from  which  the  time  of  imprisonment  was  to 
be  computed  was  not  stated  in  either : 

Held,  that  the  first  conviction  was  bad,  as 
being  an  excess  of  jurisdiction,  as  the  ma- 

fistrates  in  proceeding  under  the  Summary 
urisdiction  Act,  were  not  justified  in  passing 
anysentence  not  warranted  by  the  act. 

That  the  second  conviction  was  bad  for 
uncertainty,  as,  if  the  time  should  be  com- 
puted horn  the  date  of  the  warrant,  the  sen- 
tence would  be  in  excess  of  the  magistrates* 
jurisdiction,  and  there  were  no  means  of 
ascertaining  otherwise  what  the  period  was. 

A  person  proposing  to  exhibit  articles  of 
the  peace,  should  be  present  in  court  when 
they  are  sworn  and  exhibited. 

When  articles  of  the  peace  have  been 
exhibited  against  a  person,  the  court  will 
direct  that  he  should  oe  confined  in  the  gaol 
of  the  neighbourhood  where  he  resides,  if  he 
so  desire,  m  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
bail.    Reg,  v.  Woodside^  238 

COSTS. 

In  a  case  of  manslaughter,  the  father  of  the 
deceased  retained  an  attorney  to  prosecute 
the  person  charged.  In  pursuance  of  this 
retainer,  the  attorney  prepared  and  delivered 
briefs  to  counsel  at  the  assizes,  with  instruc- 
tions to  conduct  the  prosecution.  A  con- 
stable of  the  county  police  had  been  bound 
over  by  recognizance  to  prosecute,  and  the 
solicitor  for  the  police,  in  pursuance  of 
general  orders  given  to  him  by  the  consta- 
bulary committee,  prepared  and  delivered  a 
brief  to  counsel : 

Held,  that  the  court  had  no  power  to 
order  that  the  attorney  who  had  been  re- 
tained by  the  father  should  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  preparing  briefs,  &c.  Reg,  v. 
Yates,  361 


COUNSEL. 
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COUNTY  COUBT. 

A  document  appearing  on  the  face  of  it  to  be 
a  mere  notice  by  a  plaintiff  to  a  defendant 
to  produce  accounts  on  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
though  headed  **In  the  County  Court  of 
L.,"  and  entitled  as  if  in  a  cause  in  that 
court,  does  not  **  purport "  to  be  any  pro- 
cess of  the  County  Court,  and  will  not  sup- 
port an  indictment  so  alleging  it.  Reg.  t. 
CoMOe,  375 

In  order  to  convict  a  person  of  the  ofience  of 
acting  or  professing  to  act  under  any  fiilse 
colour  or  pretence  of  the  process  of  the 
Countjr  Court,  under  sect.  57  of  9  &  10  Vict 
c  95,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the 
document  used  bore  any  resemblance  to  the 
actual  genuine  process  of  that  court ;  it  is 
enough  if  he  falsely  and  firaudnlently  pre- 
tends that  process  has  issued,  and  that  in 
what  he  does  he  is  acting  nnder  such 
process. 

When  therefore  A.,  in  order  to  obtain 
payment  of  a  debt,  sent  to  B.,  his  debtor,  a 
letter,  partly  written  and  partly  printed, 
having  at  the  top  of  the  page  the  letters 
y.  R.  and  the  royal  arms,  and  containing 
notice  to  B.  that  if  the  debt  was  not  paid 
"proceeding  would  be  taken  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict. 
c.  95,  tne  new  County  Court  Act  for  the 
more  easy  Recovery  of  Small  Debts  ;^^  which 
letter  purported  to  be  signed,  '^  F.  M.,  clerk 
to  court,  instructed  by  A. ;"  and  afterwards 
represented  to  the  wife  of  B.  that  he  had 
ordered  the  court  to  send  tiiat  letter,  and 
then  obtained  payment  of  the  debt,  and 
made  a  claim  of  Is,  Sd,  in  addition  for 
County  Court  expenses : 

Held  (Bramw^,  B.,  dissenttente)^  that  A. 
was  properiy  convicted  of  acting  and  pro- 
fessing to  act  under  false  colour  and  pretence 
of  the  process  of  the  County  Court,  although 
the  letter  which  he  sent  bore  no  resemblance 
to  a  genuine  County  Court  summons,  or  to 
any  process  of  that  court.  Reg,  v.  Evans^ 
293 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 

Where  a  conditional  order  for  liberty  to  file  a 
criminal  information  for  sending  a  letter 
provoking  to  fight  a  duel  has  been  granted, 
although  it  might  be  good  cause  against 
making  such  order  absolute,  that  the  prose- 
cutor, who  bad  spoken  injuriously  of  the 
defendant  in  addressing  a  jurv  had  so  spoken 
maliciously,  and  not  wmd  jide  in  the  dis- 
charge of*^  his  duty  as  counsel ;  yet,  where 
the  court  is  not  satisfied  that  such  injurious 
expressions  of  the  prosecutor  were  irrele- 
rant,  malicious,  and  not  bona  fidt^  they  will 
make  absolute  the  order. 

VOL.    VII. 


Although  the  ooort  may  be  of  opinion 
that  the  observations  of  counsel,  whicn  pro- 
voked the  sending  such  a  letter,  were  pri- 
vileged as  being  pertinent  to  the  issue  and 
not  malicious,  yet  when  such  observations 
have  been  unusually  harsh  and  irritating,  it 
will,  in  making  absolute  the  conditional 
order,  put  a  stay  upon  the  issuing  of  the 
information  until  further  application.  Heg, 
o«  the  Proieeution  of  Armstrong  v.  Kierman^  6 
At  a  vestry  meeting  a  resolution  was  adopted 
containing  imputations  of  sacrilege  and 
felony  against  the  rector  of  the  parish,  in 
reference  to  the  appropriation  of  stone  balls 
belonging  to  the  church.  At  a  subsequent 
meeting,  neld  in  consequence  of  tiie  rector 
having  called  for  an  explanation  and  apol^j, 
another  resolution  was  passed  to  the  efiect 
that  it  was  not  intended  by  the  former  reso- 
lution to  impute  sacrilege  and  felony  in  a 
1^^  sense ;  that  as  the  stone  balls  had  been 
given  back,  no  further  proceedings  should 
be  taken,  and  the  former  resolution  ex- 
punged. These  resolutions  were  signed  by 
S.  as  chairman.  The  rector  did  not  per- 
sonally attend  the  vestry  on  either  occasion : 
Held,  that  under  these  circumstances 
there  was  not  sufiEicient  ground  for  granting 
a  role  for  a  criminal  information  against  S., 
although  the  rector,  bv  his  affidavit,  com- 
pletely vindicated  himself  from  any  suspicion 
of  improper  conduct.    £x  parte  Doveimj  16 


DYING  DECLARATION. 


Admissibility  of,  209 


EMBEZZLEMENT. 

By^  bankrupt,  158 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  a  per- 
son employed  as  storekeeper  and  clerk  under 
the  governor  of  a  county  gaol  for  embezzle- 
ment, it  appeared  that  although  it  was  no 
part  of  his  regular  duty  to  receive  money, 
vet  he  was  allowed  by  the  justices  to  do  so 
m  the  absence  of  the  governor ;  and  it  was 
objected  on  his  behuf,  that  he  had  not 
received  the  money  by  virtue  of  his  employ* 
ment,  and  that  that  was  a  question  for  the 

field,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury ; 
and  the  judge  having  directed  the  jury  that 
if  they  believed  that  the  prisoner  received 
the  money,  he  did  receive  it  by  virtue  of 
his  empl(mnent,  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
Reg.  V.  Harman,  45 
Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  under  2  Will.  4, 
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c.  4,  s.  1 ,  charging  that  A.,  being  entrusted, 
bj  virtue  of  nia  employment  in  the  public 
service,  with  the  receipt  and  custody  of 
certain  money,  the  projpert^  of  the  Crown, 
did  firaudulenUy  and  leloniously  apply  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  it  was  proved  tnat  A., 
being  a  receiver  of  taxes,  had  kept  in  his 
own  hands  a  balance  very  much  exceeding 
that  which  he  was  allowed  to  retain ;  and 
upon  being  asked  whether  he  was  prepared 
to  pay  over  that  balance,  or  any  part  of  it, 
he  replied  that  he  was  not.  He  was  then 
reminded  that  there  was  a  balance  of  excise 
duties  alone  of  about  300Z.  standing  against 
him  from  the  previous  Monday,  wni(m  was 
a  receipt  day  at  a  particular  place  in  his 
district.  He  then  produced  2551,  ^  and  said 
that  was  all  he  had  in  the  world ;  and  that 
the  rest  he  had  spent  in  an  unfortunate 
speculation : 

Held,  that  upon  these  facts  there  was 
evidence  of  the  receipt  of  a  particular  sum 
of  800/.  b^  virtue  of  his  employment,  and  of 
a  misapphcation  by  him  of  a  part  of  it ;  and 
that  in  this  case,  therefore,  the  conviction 
was  right,  even  if  evidence  of  a  general 
deficiency  on  a  balance  of  accounts  would 
not  alone  have  supported  such  an  indict- 
ment. 

Quaroj  whether  evidence  of  a  general 
deficiency  on  a  balance  of  accounts  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  ordinary  indictment  for 
embezzlement  under  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29, 
s.  47.^  Reg,  V.  Johi  JUTaoA,  60 
In  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  by  the 
clerk  of  a  savings  bank,  the  property  was 
laid  in  A.  B.  and  others.  In  order  to  prove 
that  A.  B.  was  a  trustee  he  was  callea  as  a 
witness,  and  stated  that  since  the  commis- 
sion of  the  offence  he  had  been  active  as  a 
trustee,  but  that  before  that  date  he  had 
attended  only  one  meeting,  havinii:  been 
reauested  to  do  so  lest  there  should  be  a 
deficiency  of  trustees;  but  he  was  also  a 
manager,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  any  act 
was  done  at  that  meeting  which  might  not 
have  been  done  by  a  manager  as  weU  as  by 
A  trustee: 

Held,  insufficient  evidence  of  acting  to 
support  the  inference  of  a  legal  appointment 
as  trustee. 

Upon  indictment  for  stealing  a  cheque,  it 
was  proved  that  the  prisoner  being  derk  to 
a  savings  bank  received  a  cheque  from  a 
manager,  upon  a  false  representation  that 
one  of  the  depositors  haa  given  notice  of 
withdrawal,  and  for  tbe  purpose  of  handing 
it  over  to  the  depositor.  It  being  found 
that  according  to  toe  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness, if  a  depositor  could  not  attend  at  the 
proper  time  to  receive  the  cheque,  it  was 


handed  to  the  prisoner  as  the  agent  of  the 
depositor : 

Held,  that  the  case  was  one  of  false  pre- 
tences, and  not  larceny.  Reg.  v.  Euex^ 
384 
A.  was  employed  as  a  delivery  clerk  at  a 
railway  station  belonging  to  four  different 
companies,  and  maintained  out  of  a  joint 
fund.  He  was  appointed  and  liable  to  be 
dismissed  by  a  mana^ng  committee,  com- 
posed of  directors  of  the  several  companies. 
His  duty  was  to  deliver  parcels  which 
arrive  at  the  station  by  the  trains  of  the 
different  companies,  and  to  pay  over  the 
money  which  ne  received  to  the  chief  clerk 
of  the  parcels*  office,  by  whom  it  was  paid 
over  to  the  cashier,  who  kept  a  separate 
account  for  each  company,  ana  paid  over  to 
each  company  the  amount  received  for 
parcels  carried  by  each.  The  chief  derk 
and  cashier  were  appointed  by  the  com- 
mittee. Loss  by  negligence  or  embezzle- 
ment of  a  station  servant  was  usually  made 
good  to  the  particular  company  out  of  the 
general  station  funds. 

An  indictment  for  embezzlement  charged 
him  in  different  counts  as  the  servant  of  the 
one  company,  whose  money  he  had  em- 
bezzled; in  another  as  the  servant  of  the 
four  companies;  in  a  third  as  the  servant 
of  the  committee ;  and  in  a  fourth  as  the 
servant  of  the  station  manager : 

Held,  that  at  all  events  he  was  rightly 
charged  as  the  servant  of  the  four  companies. 
Reg.  V.  Bailey  J  179 
On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  embezzle- 
ment, it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner's  duty 
was  to  enter  the  money  he  received  from 
his  master's  customers  in  various  books,  and 
pay  the  amount  into  a  banker's.  It  was  also 
nis  duty  to  enter  the  various  accounts  from 
these  books  into  the  ledger  at  his  conveni- 
ence. He  received  a  sum  of  money  from  a 
customer,  and  omitted  to  enter  it  in  any  of 
the  books  except  the  ledger ;  in  that  book, 
however,  it  was  entered  to  the  customer's 
credit.  Instead  of  paying  the  money  into 
the  bankers  he  appropriated  it  to  his  own 
use: 

Held,  that  the  entry  in  the  ledger  was  not 
such  an  accounting  as  would  prevent  him 
being  guilty  of  the  crime  of  embezzlement. 
Reg.  V.  Lister,  203 
A.  was  employed  as  cashier  by  B.^  It  was  his 
duty  to  receive  money,  to  enter  it  in  a  cash- 
book  as  coming  firom  the  customers  by  whom 
it  was  paid,  and  to  keep  safely  for  the  use  of 
hu  master  so  much  as  was  not  lawfully  dis- 
bursed by  him.  He  was  not  recjuired  to 
keep  the  moneys  so  received  distinct  in 
specie,  but  he  was  responsible  for  the  aggre- 
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fate,  fonniiig  one  cash  balance,  allowing  for 
18  disbursements.  Parents  were  made 
by  customers  to  B.  himself  or  to  other 
persons  in  his  employment,  and  the  sums 
were  handed  over  to  A.  either  by  B.  or 
those  other  persons.  On  eight  occasions 
A.  had  entered  in  his  cash-book  less  than 
the  amount  actually  receired  from  the  cus- 
tomer, and  accounted  for  the  difference  by 
entering  an  allowance  of  discount  to  the 
customer  larger  than  the  amount  actually 
allowed;  but  he  credited  the  customer  in 
the  ledger  with  the  correct  amount.  On 
several  occasions,  also,  he  had  misadded  his 
cash-book,  so  that  the  total  of  receipts  at 
the  foot  of  the  page  appeared  less,  and  the 
total  of  disbursements  more  than  it  ought  to 
have  appeared.  A  deficiency  to  a  consider- 
able amount  was  shown  upon  a  balance  of 
his  accounts.  A.  being  indicted  for  larceny 
of  money  from  his  masters,  was  convicted  of 
that  offence ;  but  upon  a  case  reserved : 

Held,  that  there  was  abundant  evidence 
of  embezzlement,  but  no  evidence  of  larcenv : 
and  that  although  upon  the  indictment  for 
larceny  there  might  have  been  a  conviction 
for  embeszlement,  under  the  14  &  15  Vict, 
c.  100,  s.  14,  yet  the  conviction  for  larceny, 
not  being  warranted  by  the  evidence,  must 
be  quashed.    Eeg.-  v.  Garbuti^  221 

ERROB. 

Inconsistent  verdict,  venire  de  novo^  151 

EVIDENCE. 

Where  a  prisoner  is  indicted  jointly  with  the 
prosecutor's  wife,  who  had  eloped  with  him, 
for  stealing  clothes  and  money,  the  propertv 
of  the  husband,  the  wife  should  be  acqmtted, 
as  no  indictment  lies  Sffainst  her,  but  the 
husband*s  evidence  is  aiunissible  against  the 
male  prisoner. 

The  fact  that  the  wife^s  clothes  (which  are 
in  point  of  law  the  property  of  the  husband) 
are  found  in  the  trunk  of  a  person  with 
whom  she  has  eloped,  is  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  of  an  intention  to  Appropriate  such 
clothes,  and  if  the  jury  find  that  the  inten- 
tion was  to  remove  them  out  of  the  husband's 
control,  and  to  keep  them  within  the  pri- 
soner's disposal,  the  offence  is  complete. 
Reg,  V.  Oraham  Glassie  and  Frances 
Coaney^  1 

The  rule  which  requires  the  evidence  of  an 
accomplice  to  be  corroborated  is  one  of 
practice  only,  and  although  it  is  the  practice 
of  the  judges  to  advise  juries  to  disregard 
the  evidence  of  such  witnesses,  so  far  as  it 
implicates  any  prisoners  against  whom  there 
is  no  other  evidence,  yet  a  different  direction 


is  not  incorrect  in  point  of  law :  and  where 
a  chairman  of  quarter  sessions  told  the  jury 
that  corroboration  of  the  accomplice  as  to 
two  out  of  three  persons  charged  was  sufli- 
cient,  thoueh  his  evidence  as  to  the  third 
person  should  be  viewed  with  more  suspicion, 
a  conviction  of  all  three  was  afiirmed.  Reg. 
V.  Siubbe  and  Others,  48 
Upon  a  trial  for  felony,  it  is  no  ground  for 
receivinff  in  evidence  a  deposition  taken 
before  the  committing  magistrate  that  the 
witness  is  a  foreigner  and  absent  in  a 
foreign  country.  Reg,  v.  Austen  and 
AnoMer,  65 
Statements  made  in  the  absence  of  the  accused 
by  persons  engaged  in  an  unlawful  act  are 
not  evidence  against  the  accused  who  had 
given  directions  for  such  act,  unless  it  appear 
that  all  the  parties  were  engaged  on  such 
act  with  a  common  unlawful  object. 

There  is  no  rule  which  excludes  the  evi- 
dence of  Crown  witnesses  who  have  not  made 
informations. 

Statements  made  by  the  accused  not 
accompanying  or  connected  with  acts  com- 
plained of  can  under  no  circumstances  be 
given  in  evidence  for  him  to  show  his  inten- 
tion. 

The  prisoner  was  incHcted  for  wilfully  and 
knowingly  burning  and  causing  to  be  burned 
certain  authorized  versions  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures.  The  heap  of  books,  amongst 
which  it  was  alleged  were^  the^  copies  in 
question,  was  burned  by  direction  of  the 
traverser.  It  was  proposed  to  give  in  evi- 
dence a  statement  (not  in  the  prisoner's 
hearing)  made  by  a  boy  who  was  one  of  a 
crowd  round  a  fire,  and  was  engaged  in 
throwing  books  into  the  blaze.  There  was 
no  evidence  of  this  boy  having  been  retuned 
by  the  traverser,  or  of  his  having  received 
any  directions  on  the  subject : 

Held,  that  such  statement  was  not  ad- 
missible as  part  of  the  res  gestte,  and  did  not 
come  within  those  classes  of  cases,  as  riots 
and  conspiracies,  in  which  such  statements 
would  be  evidence,  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  accused  and  the  person  whose  statement 
was  offered  in  evidence  were  engaged  in  an 
unlawful  act  with  a  common  unlawml  object. 

A  witness  was  called  for  the  Crown  who 
had  not  made  an  information,  and  it  was 
sought  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  shut  out 
such  evidence  on  the  ground  of  such  infor- 
mation not  having  been  made : 

Held,  there  was  no  rule  to  admit  such 
evidence  under  the  circumstances. 

The  counscd  for  the  prisoner  sought  to 
give  in  evidence  statements  and  directions 
of  the  accused  in  sermons  previous  to  the 
burning  of  the  books  in  question,  for  the 
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purpose  of  showiDg  that  he  had  only  called 
in  immoral  publications  to  be  brought  in  to 
be  burned : 

Held,  not  admissible.     Reg,  v.  The  Rev. 
Vladimir  Petcherini,  79 

A  voluntary  statement  made  by  a  prisoner  in 
the  presence  of  a  magistrate,  upon  an  appli- 
cation for  a  remand,  is  admisuble  in  evi- 
dence, though  the  sttitement  was  not  taken 
down  in  writing,  and  no  caution  was  given 
by  the  magistrate  to  the  effect  prescribed  by 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18.  Reg,  v.  Mary 
Atme  Strippi  97 

The  examination  of  a  bankrupt  as  to  hb  trade 
dealing  and  efiects,  lawfully  taken  under 
sect.  1 17  of  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  against  him  on  a  criminal  charge 
arising  out  of  the  very  matters  as  to  which 
he  was  so  examined  : 

So  held,  in  a  case  where  the  bankrupt  was 
tried  with  another  for  a  conspiracy  to  defeat 
the  remedies  of  the  bankrupt's  creditors  by 
means  of  a  judgment  and  execution,  founded 
on  a  fictitious  debt ;  and  where  the  bankrupt 
had  been  cross-examined  in  the  Bankruptcy 
Court  as  to  the  concoction  of  that  fraud. 
Reg.  V.  Cross  and  Leyktnd,  226 

A  bankrupt  was  examined  before  a  commis- 
sioner under  sect.  117  of  the  Bankrupt  Act, 
and  asked  various  questions  respecting  the 
writing  of  a  false  letter  in  his  father's  name 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  additional  credit 
from  persons  with  whom  he  traded.  He 
made  no  objection  to  answering  the  ques- 
tions on  the  ground  that  they  tended  to 
criminate  him,  or  on  anj  other  ground : 

Held,  that  the  examination  was  not  com- 
pulsory under  the  1 17th  section  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  as  touching  the  estate  or  dealings 
of  the  bankrupt;  and  that,  as  he  might 
have  objected  to  it  and  did  not,  it  was  a 
voluntary  statement,  and  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  him  upon  his  trial  subse- 
quently on  the  criminal  charge  of  uttering  a 
forged  letter.    Reg.  v.  Sloggett,  139 

The  examination  of  a  bankrupt  in  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  touching  his  trade,  dealings 
and  estate,  is  admissible  in  evidence  aeainst 
him  upon  a  criminal  charge,  though  the 
answers  may  have  been  extracted  from  him 
under  threat  of  committal,  and  may  be 
criminatory  of  himself.  [Coleridge,  J.  dis^ 
sentiente,']    Reg,  T.  Benfamin  Scott^  164 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  man- 
slaughter, a  statement  made  by  the  deceased 
respecting  the  manner  in  which,  and  the 
persons  by  whom,  the  injuries  had  been 
inflicted,  was  received  in  evidence.  The 
statement  concluded  with  these  words: — 
*^I  have  made  this  statement  believing  I 
shall  not  recover;*'  and  at  that  time  he  was 


in  such  a  state  that  his  death  must  speedilj 
follow ;  and  he  died  seven  days  afterwards. 
But  it  appeared  also,  that  shortly  before  he 
made  the  declaration  he  had  said  to  a  con- 
stable, who  asked  him  how  he  was  :-**^  I 
have  seen  Mr.  Booker,  the  surgeon  to-daj, 
and  he  has  siven  me  some  little  hope  that  I 
am  better,  but  I  do  not  myself  think  that  I 
shall  ultimately  recover."  T Afterwards,  on 
the  same  occasion,  he  said  he  could  not 
recover  : 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  statement  was  made  under  a  con- 
sciousness of  impending  death  to  justify  itm 
reception  in  evidence. 

Per  Martin,  B. — ^The  admissibility  of  the 
statement  as  a  dyinc  declaration  depends 
upon  whether  the  judge  at  the  trial  is  satis- 
fied that  it  was  maue  under  a  sense  of 
approaching  death.  Reg.  v.  fVm.  Rean^ 
and  Joe.  Reddish^  209 

A  prisoner,  in  custody,  was  interrogated  with 
the  following  caution  by  an  inspector  of 
police :  "  You  are  accused  .of  a  very  serious 
offence,  have  you  any  explanation  to  give  ? 
Yon  are  not  bound  to  sav  anythinfj^,  but 
anything  ^ou  do  say  will  be  given  m  evi- 
dence agamst  you :" 

Held,  that  the  prisoner's  answer  should 
not  be  received  in  evidence : 

Semblcy  that  a  judffe  should  be  slow  to 
admit  statements  made  by  prisoners  to  per- 
sons holding  them  in  custody,  and  that  the 
admission  of  such  evidence  is  contrary  to 
the_policy  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42.  Reg. 
V.  Eliza  Toole,  244 

It  is  competent  to  counsel  on  cross-examina- 
tion to  ask  the  witness  if  he  had  ever  made  a 
certain  statement,  without  excepting  from 
such  question  the  time  when  he  was  before 
the  magistrates.  Reg.  v.  Price  and  Otkersj 
405 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  robberr, 
the  prosecutor  himself  being  absent,  the  only 
evidence  of  his  Christian  name  was  this: 
that  one  of  the  witnesses  had  seen  him  sign 
the  information  against  the  prisoner,  and 
also  the  deposition  before  the  magistrates, 
and  that  the  signatures  to  those  documents 
corresponded  with  the  names  laid  in  the 
indictment : 

Hold,  admissible  and  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  Christian  name.  Reg.  v.  Toole  ttnd 
Others,  266 

The  deposition  of  a  witness  was  received  in 
evidence,  upon  proof  being  given  by  his 
medical  attendant,  that  though  he  might 
have  been  brought  to  the  court  without 
danger  to  life,  yet  he  was  suffering  from  a 
second  attack  of  paralysis,  which  disabled 
him  altogether  from  giving  evidence: 
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Held,  rightly  received.  Reg.  v.  Coc^^um, 
265 

Statements  made  by  a  prisoner  in  an  informa- 
tion with  a  view  to  his  being  examined  as  a 
witness  for  the  Crown,  are  not  admissible  in 
evidence  against  the  prisoner  for  the  purpose 
of  implicating  him  in  the  offence,  the  sub- 
ject of  the  information.   Reg,  v.  M\Hugh,  483 

Against  bankrupt  for  not  surrendering,  intent 
to  defraud,  19 

Of  possession  of  counterfeit  coin,  53 

Of  embezzlement  by  receiver  of  Irusts,  60 

In  perjury,  74 

Disclosure  on  examination  of  a  bankrupt,  85 

Of  act  of  bankruptcy,  89 

In  night  poaching,  106 

Of  concealment  of  birth,  107 

Of  false  pretences,  126,  131,  136 

Of  embezzlement  by  a  bankrupt,  158 

Of  answers  by  bankrupt  under  threat  of  com- 
mittal, 164 

Of  bigamy,  175,  192 

Of  embezzlement  by  clerk,  1 79 

Of  embezzlement,  221 

Of  larceny,  221,  355,  384,  413 

In  libel,  251 

Examining  acquitted  prisoner,  337 

Of  death  before  taken  in  larceny,  379 

Of  false  pretences,  384 

Of  forgery,  401 


FALSE  PRETENCES. 

In  answer  to  questions  contained  in  the  form 
of  attestations  for  militia  volunteers  issued 
by  the  War  Office,  a  recruit  answered  that 
he  did  not  belong  to,  nor  had  been  enrolled 
in,  any  other  corps  of  militia,  and  that  he 
did  not  belong  to,  nor  had  served  in.  Her 
Majesty^s  army ;  whereas,  in  truth,  he  had 
previously  been  enrolled  in  another  corps  of 
militia : 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  upon 
an  indictment  framed  under  sect.  57  of  the 
Mutiny  Act  (IS  &  19  Vict.  o.  11),  as  the 
forms  in  the  schedule  to  that  act  contained 
no  such  question  as  had  been  put  to  the 
prisoner  respecting  his  previous  enrolment 
in  the  militia  ;  and  as  his  negative  answer  to 
the  question  whether  he  had  served  in  the 
army,  could  not  be  considered  wilfully  false. 
Reg,  V.  James  Jessup^  70 

A  letter  containing  a  false  pretence  was  re- 
ceived by  the  prosecutor  through  the  post,  in 
the  borough  of  C. ;  but  it  was  written  and 
posted  out  of  the  borough.  In  consequence 
of  that  letter  he  transmitted  through  the 
post  to  the  writer  of  the  first  a  post-office 
order  for  2oZ.,  which  was  received  out  of  the 
borough : 

VOL.  VIT. 


Held,  that  in  an  indictment  against  the 
writer  of  the  first  letter  for  false  pretences, 
the  venue  was  well  laid  in  the  borough  of  C. 
Reg.  V.  Leech,  100 

A  false  and  fraudulent  statement  to  a  pawn- 
broker, that  a  chain  offered  as  a  pledge  is 
silver,  is  indictable  as  a  false  pretence  under 
the  statute  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29*  if  money 
be  thereby  obtained  ;  and  upon  the  trial  of 
such^  an  indictment  evidence  is  admissible 
of  misrepresentations  made  by  the  prisoner 
to  others  about  the  same  time,  ana  of  the 
possession  by  him  of  a  considerable  number 
of  chains  of  the  same  kind. 

If  the  false  statement  be  made  with  intent 
to  obtain  money,  but  the  prosecutor  relies 
entirely  upon  his  own  examination  of  the 
chattel,  and  not  at  all  upon  the  prisoner's 
statement,  the  latter  cannot  be  convicted  of 
the  complete  offence,  but  is  guilty  of  an 
attempt  to  commit  it.     Reg,  v.  Roebuck,  126. 

A.  applied  to  B.  for  a  loan,  upon  the  security 
of  a  piece  of  land,  and  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently represented  that  a  house  was  built 
upon  it.  B.  advanced  the  money,  upon  A. 
signing  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage,  depo- 
siting his  lease,  and  executing  a  bond  as 
collateral  security : 

Held,  that  A.  was  properly  convicted  of 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretences.  Reg, 
V.  Burgon^  131 

A  person,  who,  by  fSeklsely  representing  himself 
to  fill  a  particular  character,  induces  another 
to  enter  into  a  contract  .with  him  for  board 
and  lodging,  and  is  supplied  accordingly 
with  various  articles  of  food,  cannot  be  con- 
victed of  obtaining  goods  by  fslse  pretences, 
the  obtaining  of  the  goods  being  too  remotely 
connected  with  the  false  representation. 
Reg.  V.  Gardener,  136. 

An  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant 
knowingly  falsely  pretended  thai  a  horse 
was  sound,  and  that  he  himself  was  a  farmer 
at  O.,  negativing  both  pretences  in  the  usual 
way.  The  defendant  was  convicted,  but  a 
case  was  reserved,  in  which,  after  stating 
that  the  false  representations  were  made, 
and  the  money  obtained  as  alleged,  and  that 
the  defence  was,  that  this  was  a  case  of 
giving  a  false  warranty,  and  therefore  not 
indictable,  the  question  was  put  whether  the 
conviction  could  be  sustained.  The  court 
having  directed  an  amendment  of  the  case, 
the  facts  proved  at  the  trial  were  set  out 
more  specificallv ;  but  it  was  not  stated  as  a 
fact  that  the  defendant  knew  the  horse  to  be 
unsound,  though  evidence  was  stated  from 
which  that  inference  might  be  drawn ;  nor 
was  it  stated  what  direction  the  chairman 
had  given  to  the  jury  : 

Held,  that  as  the  case  was  framed,  the 
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conTiotion  muBt  be  (juashed;  as  the  court, 
not  knowing  what  direction  bad  been  gi^en 
to  the  jury,  could  not  answer  the  question 
put  to  it  in  the  affirmative :  and,  as  it  was 
consistent  with  the  case  that  the  jury  mif^ht 
have  been  told  that  even  if  the  defendant 
did  not  know  that  the  horse  was  unsound, 
he  might  be  convicted  upon  the  other  false 
statement  alone.     Reg»  v.  Keighleyt  217 

An  indictment  for  obtiuning  money  by  false 
pretences  cannot  be  sustained,  if  the  pro- 
secutor, when  he  parted  with  his  money, 
knew  the  representation  to  be  false.  Reg. 
v.  Mills,  263 

On  an  indictment  for  folse  pretences,  it  was 
proved  that  prisoner,  after  having  agreed 
with  prosecutor  to  sell  and  deliver  a  load  of 
coals  at  a  certain  price  per  cwt.,  falsely  and 
fraudulently  pretended  that  the  quantity 
which  he  had  delivered  was  18  cwt.,  and 
that  it  had  been  weighed  at  the  colliery,  and 
the  weight  put  down  by  himself  on  a  ticket, 
which  he  produced,  he  knowing  it  to  be 
14  cwt.  only,  and  thereby  obtained  an  addi- 
tional sum  of  money : 

Held,  to  have  been  properly  convicted. 
Reg,  V.  Sherwood^  270 

A.  falsely  represented  to  B.  that  a  third  per- 
son was  baling  up  for  him  a  quantity  of 
leather  which  was  to  come  into  his  ware- 
house that  afternoon,  and  requested  B.  to 
purchase  it  at  a  price  which  he  named.  B. 
agreed  to  become  a  purchaser  at  that  price, 
and  thereupon  A.  asked  B.  to  accept  a  bill 
for  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money.  B. 
consented;  and  A.  shortly  afterwards  pro- 
duced a  bill  of  exchange  duly  stamped, 
signed  by  himself  as  drawer,  payable  to  his 
own  order,  and  addressed  to  B.  This  bill 
A.  handed  to  B.,  who  accepted  it  and 
returned  it  to  A.,  by  whom  it  was  indorsed 
and  discounted : 

Held,  that  A.  could  not  be  convicted  of 
obtaining  from  B.  a  valuable  security  by 
fidse  pretences,  as  the  instrument,  whilst  in 
B.'s  hands,  was  of  no  value  to  him  or  to  any 
one  else,  unless  to  the  prisoner ;  and  as  B. 
had  no  propertv  either  in  the  instrument  or 
the  paper  on  which  it  was  written.  Beg.  v. 
Danger,  303 

A  simple  misrepresentation  of  the  (juality  of 
gooas  is  not  a  false  pretence  within  the 
statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  provided 
the  goods  are  in  specie  that  which  they  are 
represented  to  be. 

In  order  to  obtain  an  advance  of  money 
on  a  large  quantity  of  plated  spoons,  the 
defendant  represented  to  a  pawnbroker  that 
they  were  of  the  best  quality,  that  they  were 
equal  to  Elkington's  A.  (meaning  spoons 
and  forks  made  by  Elkington ,  and  stamped 


by  him  with  the  letter  A.),  that  the  founda- 
tion was  of  the  best  material,  and  that 
they  had  as  much  silver  upon  them  as  Elkinfjr- 
ton^s  A.  The  jury  found  that  these  repre- 
sentations were  wilfully  fi&lse,  and  that  by 
means  of  them  an  advance  of  money  was 
made : 

Held  ((fis««n<im<t5itfWilles  and  Bramwell), 
that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  and  that  the 
representation  being  a  mere  exaggeration 
or  puffing  of  the  quality  of  the  goods  in  the 
course  of  a  bargain,  it  was  not  a  false  pre- 
tence within  the  statute.  Reg.  v.  Bryan^  312 
Where  the  prisoner,  in  July,  1857,  gave  in 
exchange  for  the  sum  of  bl.  a  promissory 
note  for  the  payment  of  5/.  of  the  Old  Bank, 
Newport,  Monmouthshire,  and  stated  that 
the  note  was  a  good  one,  though  in  reality 
the  Old  Bank  had  stopped  payment  in  the 
vear  1851,  as  the  prisoner  well  knew,  it  was 
neld  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of 
obtaining  the  5/.  by  false  pretences.  Beg. 
v.  WilUams^  351 
Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretences,  it  was  proved  that 
the  prosecutor,  upon  the  faith  of  certain 
representations  made  to  him  by  the  prisoner, 
entered  into  a  partnership  with  him,  and 
advanced  money  as  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
firm : 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances,  a 
conviction  could  not  be  sustained.  Beg,  v. 
Watson,  364 
An  indictment  for  false  pretences  charged  that 
the  prisoner  did  *' unlawfully  obtain  from 
A.  B.  a  cheque  for  the  sum  of  8/.  14^.  6(f. 
of  the  moneys  of  C.  D. :" 

Held,  that  this  averment  suffidently  de- 
scribed the  cheque  to  be  the  property  of 
C.  D.  Beg,  v.  Godfrey,  392 
Upon  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretences,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner 
had  told  the  prosecutrix  that  she  kept  a 
shop  at  a  particular  place,  and  that  she 
might  go  home  with  her  until  she  got  a 
situation.  She  then  borrowed  lOs.  of  her, 
and  promised  to  repay  it  when  they  got 
home ;  but  having  got  the  money  she  left 
the  prosecutrix  altogether.  It  was  untrue 
that  she  kept  a  shop  at  the  place  named ; 
and  the  prosecutrix  stated  that  it  was  on 
the  faith  of  that  representation  that  she 
parted  with  the  money.  The  jury  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  fraudulently  obtaining  the 
half-sovereign,  the  prosecutrix  parting  with 
it  under  the  belief  that  the  prisoner  kept  a 
shop  at  the  place  mentioned,  and  that  she 
should  have  the  money  when  she  went  home 
with  the  prisoner : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  right.    Reg. 
V.  Fry,  395 
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A  penon  who  franduleDtly  oBen  a  12.  bank 
note  as  a  note  for  5l.  and  f^ets  it  changed  upon 
that  representation,  may  be  convicted  under 
the  statute  for  obtaining  money  by  false 
pretences,  although  the  party  to  whom  it 
was  passed  could  read,  and  the  note,  upon 
the  face  of  it,  afforded  clearly  the  means  of 
detecting  the  fraud.     Reg.  ▼.  Jessop.,  399 

A.  having  bought  a  watch  in  London,  returned 
it  to  the  seller  to  be  regulated.  B.  fraudu- 
lently wrote  in  the  name  of  A.  to  the  seller, 
requesting  him  to  send  it  in  a  letter  to  the 
post-office  at  C,  and  on  its  arrival  at  C. 
personated  A.  and  received  the  watch  : 

Held,  that  B.  was  guilty,  not  of  obtaining 
by  false  pretences,  but  of  larceny.  Reg.  v. 
Kay,  289. 

A  collier  placed  certain  "tallies'*  in  a  tub, 
whereby  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
the  tallies  would  have  been  hung|)n  a  "tally- 
board,"  and  he  would  have  received  payment 
as  if  for  having  raised  as  many  tubs  of  coal 
as  the  tallies  represented  : 

Held,  that  tnese  facts  were  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  complete  attempt  to  obtain 
money  by  false  pretences.  Reg.  v.  Thomas 
Riglnff  507. 

FELON. 

Circumstances  under  which  the  court  will  make 
an  order  for  restoration  of  the  property  stolen. 
The  practice  of  the  Treasury  is  not  to 
retain  the  property  of  a  felon  when  any 
person  makes  out  a  good  case  for  its  restora- 
tion. Sometimes  it  is  restored  to  the  felon 
himself  for  good  conduct,  and  sometimes  to 
his  wife.  The  Treasury  always  endeavours 
to  act  according  to  the  equity  of  each  case. 
Reg*  V.  Pierce  and  others,  206 

FINDING. 
Larceny  by,  147. 

FORGERY. 

Notwithstanding  the  statute  14  &  15  Vict. 
o.  100,  s.  8,  which  renders  it  unnecessary 
in  an  indictment  for  forgery  to  allege  an 
intent  to  defraud  any  particular  person,  it  Is 
essential  to  a  conviction  that  such  an  intent 
should  be  proved ;  and  where  a  diploma  of 
the  College  of  Surgeons  was  altered  by  sub- 
stituting one  name  for  another  and  changing 
the  date,  and  the  person  who  altered  it  did 
80  in  order  to  induce  a  belief  that  he  was  a 
member  of  the  college,  but  had  no  intent 
to  commit  an^  particular  fraud  or  specific 
wrong  to  any  mdividnal : 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  properly  con- 
victed of  forgery  at  common  law.  Reg.  v. 
Henry  Hodgson,  122 

A  pawnbroker's  duplicate,  given  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3, 
c.  99»  is  an  accountable  receipt  for  goods 


within  the  statute  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WilL  4, 
c  66,  s.  10. 

A.  pledged  goods  with  a  pawnbroker,  and 
upon  redeeming  them  returned  the  dupli- 
cate. He  afterwards  discovered  that  he  bad 
not  received  all  the  goods  which  he  pledged. 
He  then  summoned  the  pawnbroker  before 
a  magistrate ;  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
charge,  an  attorney  attended  for  the  pawn- 
broker, and  in  his  presence  handed  up  to 
the  magistrate  a  fabricated  duplicate  as  being 
the  genuine  duplicate  which  A.  had  received 
on  pledging  the  goods: 

Held,  that  he  was  properly  convicted  of 
uttering  a  receipt.    Reg.  v.  Fitehie,  257 

The  dividend  warrants  of  a  railway  company, 
signed  by  the  secretary  and  addressed  to  a 
banker,  required  the  latter  to  pay  the 
amount  to  the  shareholder  or  order,  and  to 
charge  the  same  to  the  company's  revenue 
account.  That  document  required  the  share- 
holder's indorsement : 

Held,  that  a  clerk  of  the  company  who 
had  forged  the  shareholder's  indorsement, 
was  properly  convicted  of  forging  a  warrant 
or  order  for  the  payment  of  money.  Reg, 
y.  Autey^  329 

The  forgery  of  an  indorsement  in  this  country 
on  a  bill  drawn  abroad  on  a  person  in  this 
country,  and  payable  in  this  country,  is  an 
offence  within  the  30  Geo.  3,  c.  63.  Reg.  v 
Roberts,  422 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forging  at  Liver- 
pool a  receipt. 

Where  tne  prison^  signed  a  document 
which  entitled  him  to  receive  a  delivery  note, 
which,  in  the  course  of  business  of  the 
B.  Canal  Company,  would  enable  him  to 
demand  and  nave  the  goods  described 
therein  delivered  to  him  on  payment  of  the 
charges  for  carriage : 

Held,  to  be  a  forgery  of  a  receipt  for  goods 
within  the  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66, 
s.  10.     Reg.  V.  Richard  Meigh^  401 

Forgery  at  common  law  must  be  of  some 
writing  or  document,  and,  therefore,  the 
putting  the  name  of  a  painter  upon  the  copy 
of  one  of  his  pictures,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  passed  off  as  the  original,  is  not  a  forgery 
at  common  law.  But  such  passing  off  of 
the  copy  of  the  picture  as  the  original,  is  a 
cheat  at  common  law.     Reg.  v.  CUiss,  594 

B.  was  employed  to  collect  and  deliver  parcels 
by  a  railway  company,  and  was  paid  a  sum 
for  collecting,  and  also  a  sum  for  delivering. 
The  station-master,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
pay  B.,  falsely  told  B.  that  the  company  had 
determined  to  discontinue  paying  for  the 
delivery,  and  to  pay  only  for  collecting.  The 
station-master,  in  his  accounts  with  the  com" 
pany,  continued  to  charge  them  with  pay- 
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ments  to  B.  for  delivery,  and  as  vouchers 
for  such  payments  wrote  on  the  side  appro- 
priated to  the  collection  of  parcels,  in  the 
printed  forms  for  the  accounts  "  Received 
for  B.,"  which  a  servant  of  B.*s,  to  whom 
he  paid  the  moneys,  sip^ned.  Afterwards  the 
station-master  secretly  put  a  receipt  stamp 
under  the  signature,  and  wrote  across  it  the 
af^gregate  amount  both  for  collecting  and 
delivering  the  parcels : 

Held  to  be  a  forgery.  Reg,  v.  Griffith,  501 

The  forgery  of  a  letter  of  recommendation  of 

character,  with  intent  fraudulently  to  obtain 

a  situation  as  a  police-constable,  is  an  offence 

at  common  law.    Reg.  v.  Moah^  503. 

HIGHWAY. 

Where  a  turnpike  road  is  out  of  repair,  the 
justices  have  no  jurisdiction  to  summon  the 
highway  surveyor  under  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50, 
s.  94,  in  the  first  instance,  but  the  turnpike 
surveyor  should  be  summoned  under  proviso 
in  s.  94,  and  then  if  he  makes  it  appear  that 
theturnpike  trustees  have  not  requisite  funds, 
the  highway  surveyor  may  be  proceeded 
agpinst.   Reg.  v.  Justices  of  Lancashire^  76 

Where,  upon  an  indictment  against  the  town- 
ship of  G.  F.  for  non-repair  of  a  public  road, 
in  the  tonnship  of  W.  F.,  alleging  a  liability 
under  an  award  of  Inclosure  Commissioners, 
it  was  contended  that  the  Inclosure  Act  only 
gave  authority  to  the  commissioners  to  set  out 
roads  in  the  township  of  G.  F.;  but  evidence 
was  given  for  the  Crown  that  the  township 
of  G.  F.  had,  on  several  occasions,  repaired 
the  road,  as  well  as  others  in  the  township 
which  were  not  public  roads.  The  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  for  the  Crown : 

Held,  that  there  was  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  might  infer  that  at  the  time  when  the 
award  was  made  theroadlay  entirely  in  G.  F. 
The  road  in  question  was  described  in  the 
award  as  "a  carriage  road;"  it  branched  out 
of  a  public  highway,  and  led  to  a  landing- 
place  on  the  river  Ouse,  with  a  road  branch- 
ing from  it  to  W.  F.  The  landing-place  was 
used  by  the  inhabitants  of  G.  F.  and  W.  F., 
without  paying  toll,  and  by  all  other  persons 
on  payment  of  a  toll  to  the  lord  of  the  manor. 
In  the  award  some  roads  were  described  as 
public  highways  and  roads,  some  as  public 
carriage  roads,  and  some  as  private  carriage 
roads;  and  one  private  road  was  described  as 
a  carriage  road  simply,  llie  Inclosure  Act 
provided  that  the  public  roads  set  out  by  the 
commissioners  should  be  repaired  by  the 
township  of  G.  F. : 

Held,  that  the  road  indicted  sufficiently 
appeared  to  be  a  public  road  set  out  under  the 
powers  of  the  act,  and  therefore  rapairable 


by  the  township  of  G.  F.  Reg.  v.  Inhabiianis 
qf  the  Township  of  Gate  Fulford,  230 

HOUSEBREAKING. 
An  indictment  charged  the  breaking  and  enter- 
ing of  the  prosecutor's  house,  and  stealing 
therein  certain  goods.  The  evidence  was  that 
all  those  goods  had  been  stolen  by  other  per- 
sons before  the  prisoner  entered  the  house ; 
and  the  jury  found  that  he  was  not  guiity  of 
the  felony  charged,  but  that  he  was  guilty  of 
breaking  and  entering  the  house,  and  at- 
tempting to  steal  therein  the  goods  of  the 
prosecutor.  There  were  goods  left  in  the 
nouse  which  he  might  have  stolen,  if  he  had 
not  been  interrupted : 

Held,   that    the  conviction  was  wrong. 
Reg.  V.  M^Pherson,  281 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Evidence  of  husband  against  a  person  jointly 

indicted  with  his  wife,  1 
Joint  indictment  against,  for  receiving,  382 

INCLOSURE. 
Indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  road,  230 

INDICTMENT. 

The  word  ''  parcel"  is  not  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  alleged  in  an  indictment 
to  have  been  stolen,  and  the  court  will  quash 
a  conviction  upon  such  an  indictment. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing 

''  one  parcel  of  the  value  of  one  shilling,  of 

the  goods,"  &c.    The  parcel  in  question 

was  taken  from  the  hold  of  a  vessel,  out  of 

I     a  box  broken  open  by  the  prisoner : 

Held,  an  insufficient  description.     Reg  v. 
Marcus  Bonner,  13 

Description  of  country  bank  notes,  183 

For  cheating  at  cards,  200 

Attempt  to  steal  other  goods  than  those 
charged,  281 

Averment  in,  for  false  pretences,  392 

Larceny  by  bailee,  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  54, 
s.  4,  403 

For  larceny,  421 

For  rescue,  428 

INDICTMENT  (FORMS  OF). 
For  rights  of  highway,  231 
False  pretences,  304,  369 

INSANIIT. 
A  prisoner  committed  for  trial  upon  a  charge 
of  murder  having  become  insane,  was  re- 
moved to  a  lunatic  asylum  by  virtue  of  a 
warrant  under  the  hand  of  a  principal  Secre- 
tary of  State.  The  grand  jury,  at  the  assizes 
at  which  he  would  in  due  course  have  been 
tried,  found  a  true  bill  against  him : 

Held,  that  the  proper  course  was  to  respite 
the  recognizances  sine  die.  Reg.  v.  Blacks 
well,  351  — 
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A.,  a  foreigner,  died  at  L.,  in  England,  of 
injuries  inflicted  by  B.,  also  a  foreigner,  on 
board  a  foreign  ship  whilst  at  sea  : 

Held,  that  neither  section  8  of  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  31,  nor  section  I  of  2  Geo.  2,  c.  21,  was 
applicable  to  the  case ;  and  that  the  English 
court  at  L.  hud  no  jurisdiction  to  try  B.  for 
the  offence.  Reg,  v.  Lewis,  277 
A  foreigner  on  board  a  British  ship  on  the 
high  seas  owes  allegiance  to  the  law  of 
England,  and  if  he  commits  an  offence 
against  that  law,  he  is  triable  under  the 
Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  91,  s.  21,  by  any^  court 
of  justice  in  Her  Majesty^s  dominions, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  he  may,  at 
the  time  of  the  indictment,  happen  to  be, 
provided  that  such  court  would  have  had 
cognizance  of  the  crime  if  committed  within 
the  limits  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction. 

And  it  makes  no  difference  in  this  respect 
whether  the  offender  comes  voluntarily  on 
board  the  British  ship  or  is  brought  and 
detained  there  against  nis  will ;  nor  whether 
he  comes  voluntarily  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  particular  court  by  which  be  is  tried, 
or  is  brought  within  that  jurisdiction  against 
his  will. 

And  where  a  foreigner,  having  committed 
larceny  in  England,  was  followed  to  Ham- 
burgh bv  an  English  police-officer,  who 
arrested  him  without  a  warrant,  and  brought 
him  against  his  will  on  board  an  English 
steamer  trading  between  Hamburgh  and 
London,  and  there  kept  him  in  custody  in 
order  that  he  might  be  tried  for  the  larceny 
in  England :  the  foreigner  having  shot  the 
officer  during  the  voyage,  and  whilst  the 
steamer  was  on  the  high  seas,  under  such 
circumstances  that  if  the  killing  had  been 
by  an  Englishman  in  an  English  county,  the 
offence  would  have  been  murder : 

Held,  that  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
had  jurisdiction  under  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  91, 
a.  21,  to  try  the  foreigner  for  the  murder  of 
the  police-officer.  Reg.  v.  Benito  Lopez; 
Reg.  ¥.  Christian  Sattler,  431 
The  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  74,  s.  56  (applying  to 
India  the  English  stat.  9  Greo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  8, 
as  to  persons  dying  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
felonious  wounds  given  without  the  juris- 
diction, and  vice  versa)  does  not  extend  to 
persons  who  were  not  otherwise  amenable 
to  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
And  the  expression  '^  within  the  limits  of 
the  charter  of  the  said  united  company  '^ 
means  within  the  '*  limits  of  the  trading 
charter.'^  Nga  Hoong  v.  The  Queen^ 
489 

In  manslaughter  on  the  high  seas,  277 
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In  perjury,  287 

In  receipt  of  stolen  goods,  335 


LARCENY. 

In  order  to  convict  the  finder  of  a  lost  chattel 
of  larceny,  it  must  be  proved  that  at  the 
time  of  the  finding  there  was  either  the 
owner's  name  upon  it,  or  that  something 
occurred  which  would  give  the  prisoner  at 
the  moment  the  means  of  knowing  who  the 
owner  was. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  note  it 
was  found  by  the  jury  that  the  note  was  lost 
by  the  prosecutor  and  found  by  the  prisoner. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  note  had 
any  name  or  other  mark  upon  it  indicating 
to  whom  it  belonged;  nor  was  there  evi- 
dence of  any  other  circumstances  which 
would  disclose  to  the  prisoner  at  the  time 
when  he  found  it  the  means  of  discovering 
the  owner : 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of 
larceny,  although  the  jury,  being  asked 
whether  at  or  after  the  time  of  the  finding 
he  believed  that  there  was  not  a  reasonable 
probability  that  the  owner  could  be  found, 
had  answered  that. he  did  believe  that  the 
owner  could  be  traced.  Reg.  v.  Dizon  and 
Another^  35 

Certificates  of  shares  in  a  foreign  railway  com- 
pany are  the  subject  of  larceny  within  the 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  5.     Re^.  v.  Smithy  93 

A  letter  containing  a  post-office  order  was 
delivered  by  mistake  to  A.,  who,  after  ascer- 
taining that  it  was  not  intended  for  him, 
appropriated  the  contents  to  his  own  use : 

Held,  not  guilty  of  larceny.  Reg.  v. 
DaviSf  alias  Rush,  and  Davies^  104 

In  order  to  make  the  detention  of  lost  notes 
by  a  finder  larceny,  it  is  necessary  that  at 
the  time  at  which  he  first  took  the  notes  he 
shoi:dd  have  the  intention  of  appropriating, 
knowing,  or  having  reason  to  know,  who  was 
the  owner. 

Where,  from  the  manner  in  which  the 
question  has  been  left  to  the  jury,  it  is  pos- 
sible that  they  may  have  convicted  the 
prisoner,  believing  that  an  after-knowledge 
of  the  ownership  of  the  notes,  and  a  subse- 
quent detention  and  appropriation,  would 
justify  them  in  finding  the  prisoner  guilty  of 
larreny,  a  conviction  will  be  quashed. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  for  larceny 
of  bank  notes,  it  appeared  that  the  prose- 
cutor had  dropped  the  notes  on  a  public 
road,  and  did  not  miss  them  for  some  time. 
There  were  no  marks  which  would  give  a 
clue  to  the  ownership.  Some  time  after  the 
prosecutor  went  to  the  prisoner's  hpuso. 


Ixxiv 


INDEX. 


stating  that  he  bad  lost  notes  on  the  road  in 
question,  and  calling  upon  her  to  give  them 
up,  which  she  refused,  saying  she  knew 
nothing  of  them.  On  a  subsequent  occa- 
sion, and  after  an  interval  of  about  twelve 
months,  a  search  was  made,  and  several  of 
the  notes  were  found  with  the  prisoner. 
The  judge  in  charging  told  the  jurj-  that,  if 
she  took  the  notes  and  kept  them,  knowing 
who  waa  the  owner,  witn  the  intention  of 
appropriating,  they  should  convict  ber  : 
_  Held,  wrong  in  not  confining  the  atten- 
tion of  the  jury  to  the  precise  time  at  which 
the  notes  were  first  taken  up.  Per  Lefroy, 
C.  J.     Reg,  V.  Mary  Shea^  147 

A.  was  indicted  for  stealing  95/.  in  money. 
The  evidence  was,  that  he  stole  certain  notes 
of  a  country  bank  which  were  not  then  in 
circulation,  for  value,  but  which  had  been 
paid  in  at  one  branch  of  the  same  bank,  and 
were  in  course  of  transmission  to  another 
branch,  where  they  bad  been  origmally 
issued,  in  order  that  they  might  be  tbere  re- 
issued or  otherwise  disposed  of : 

Held,  that  A.  was  guilty  of  larceny ;  and 
tbat,  since  the  ]4  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  18, 
the  offence  was  correctly  described  in  the 
indictment.     Reg,  y.  West^  183 

An  adulterer  who  takes  possession  of  none  of 
the  busband's  property  except  the  wearing 
apparel  of  the  wile  cannot  be  convicted  of 
larceny. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  larceny  of  a 
bonnet  and  other  articles  of  female  apparel, 
it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner,  who  was  a 
lodger  in  prosecutor's  house,  agreed  with 
his  wife  that  they  should  go  away  and  live 
together  in  adultery.  He  went  away  leaving 
the  husband  and  wife  together ;  she  fol- 
lowed, and  shortly  afterwards  the  prisoner 
and  wife  were  found  together,  the  prisoner 
at  that  time  carrying  a  box  which  contained 
her  wearing  apparel : 

Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted  of 
stealing  those  articles.    Reg,  v.  FUch^  269 

As  a  matter  of  law  it  is  not  incumbent  upon 
the  prosecution,  on  a  trial  for  larceny,  to 
call  as  witnesses  the  persons  whom  the 
prisoner  has  named  as  able  to  account  for 
his  possession  of  the  stolen  property,  though 
the  persons  so  named  are  known  and  might 
be  called.    Reg,  v.  Joseph  WilsoTi^  310 

Where  a  witness  has  been  rightly,  by  direction 
of  the  court,  acquitted,  he  may  be  examined 
for  the  prosecution. 

If  property  be  taken  with  the  intention  of 
holding  it  until  tbe  rightful  owner  should 
pay  a  certain  sum,  and  compelling  such 
payment,  this  is  sufficient  to  complete  the 
ofi&nce  of  larceny. 
It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  bring  a  case 


within  the  above  acts,  that  the  money  paid 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  return  of 
stolen  property  should  be  pwd  before  the 
property  was  actually  restored,  provided  it 
was  paid  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agree- 
ment on  the  subject.  Reg,  v.  (/Donnelly 
337 

The  prisoner  went  into  the  shop  of  the 
prosecutor  and  purchased  some  tobacco, 
at  three- halfpence,  and  tendered  a  half- 
crown  in  payment.  The  prosecutor's  shop- 
man put  down  two  shillings  upon  tne 
counter,  while  he  was  counting  out  the 
rest  of  the  change;  the  prisoner  took 
up  the  two  shillings,  and  pretending  to 
throw  them  into  the  till,  though  in  reality 
he  only  threw  back  one,  asked  jot  four  six- 
pences instead  of  them;  he  receive<|  one 
shilling  and  two  sixpences  : 

Held,  that  be  could  not  be  convicted  of 
larceny.     Reg.  v.  Williams,  355 

In  order  to  constitute  larceny,  the  taking  must 
be  with  intention  to  vest  the  property  in  the 
thief;  and  therefore,  where  servants  em- 
ployed by  a  glovemaker  in  finishing  gloves, 
removed  a  q[uantity  of  finished  gloves  from 
one  part  of  the  master^s  premises  to  another, 
with  intent  fraudulently  to  obtain  pay- 
ment as  for  so  many  gloves  finishea  by 
them : 

Held,  that  they  were  not  guilty  of  larceny. 
Reg,  v.  Poole  and  Another^  373 

Upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  numerous 
articles  laid  as  the  property  of  the  ordinary, 
the  evidence  was,  that  the  articles  belonged 
to  a  deceased  person,  that  a  search  had  been 
made  for  a  will,  but  none  found ;  that  some 
small  portion  of  the  articles  had  been  seen 
in  the  house  of  deceased  after  her  death,  and 
before  her  funeral ;  and  that  on  the  day  of 
the  funeral  the  prisoner  took  the  bulk  of 
them  to  the  house  of  a  witness : 

Held,  that  there  was  abundant  evidence 
that  some  of  the  articles  had  been  stolen 
after  the  death,  and  that,  conseqtiently,  the 
property  was  rightly  laid  in  the  ordinary ; 
and  that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  had 
done  quite  right  in  refusing  to  tbe  prosecu- 
tion an  election  to  proceed  in  respect  of  the 
taking  of  any  particular  articles,  as  there 
was  some  evidence  that  all  were  taken  after 
the  death.     Reg.  v.  Johnson,  379 

A   copper    sundial  fixed  on  the    top  of    a 

'  wooden  post  standing  in  a  churchyard,  is 
metal  fixed  in  land  in  a  place  dedicated  to 
public  use,  and  the  subject  of  larceny, 
within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  8.  44.  R^. 
v.  Jones,  498. 

Upon  an  indictment  charging  that  the  pri- 
soner whilst  servant  to  A.  stole  the  money 
of  A.,  the  proof  was  that  he  was  servant  to 
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B.,  and  that  the  money  which  be  stole  was 
the  money  of  B.,  but  in  the  possession  of  A. 
as  the  agent  of  B.: 

Held,  properly  convicted  of  simple  larceny. 
Seg,  V.  JenningSj  397 
A  bailee  charged  with  fraadulently  conyerting 
bailed  property  under  the  20  &  21  Vict. 
c.  54,  8.  4,  was  indicted  in  the  ordinary 
form  as  for  larceny,  with  a  conclusion  contra 
formam: 

Held,  good.  Reg,  y.  John  Haigh^  403 
Upon  an  indictment  for  larceny,  with  a  count 
framed  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  54,  s.  4,  it 
was  proved  that  a  box  of  plate  having  been 
deposited  with  the  prisoner  for  safe  custody, 
he  broke  it  open,  and  took  out  a  part  of  the 
plate,  which  he  offered  to  a  pawnbroker  as 
a  security  for  50/.  His  offer  wns  declined, 
but  he  afterwards  pledged  the  whole  box  of 
plate  with  another  person  as  security  for 
200/.  When  he  was  called  upon  to  restore 
the  plate  to  the  owner,  he  had  not  the 
means  of  redeeming  it,  and  was  taken  into 
custody. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on 
both  counts,  but  recommended  him  to  mercy, 
believing  that  he  intended  ultimately  to 
return  the  property : 

Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  the 
prisoner  was  rightly  convicted  of  larceny  at 
common  law ;  because  the  jury  had  found  a 
verdict  of  ^ilty,  which  was  well  warranted 
by  the  evidence;  and  though  they  had 
recommended  him  to  mercy  on  the  ground 
that  he  intended  ultimately  to  restore  the 
property,  that  expression  was  not  necessarily 
inconsistent  with  the  verdict,  and  ought  not 
to  be  considered  equivalent  to  a  finding, 
that  at  the  time  when  he  took  the  plute 
wrongftilly  he  took  it  for  the  purpose  of 
merely  making  a  temporary  use  of  it. 

The  decision  in  Ae^.  v.  HoUoway  (3  Cox 
Crim.  Cas.  145)  confirmed,  that  to  consti- 
tute larceny  there  must  be  an  intention 
permanently^  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 
property. 

Semble,  thnt  if  not  a  larceny  at  common 
law  it  could  not  be  made  such  by  the  4th 
section  of  20  &  21  Vict,  c  54.  Reg,  v. 
TrebUcock,  408 
A.  was  employed  by  a  banking  company  to 
conduct  an  office  at  B.,  and  the  whole  of  the 
duties  there  were  discharged  by  him  alone. 
He  was  paid  a  salary,  for  which  he  was 
bound  to  provide  a  place  for  carrying  on 
the  bank  business,  and  the  office  so  provided 
was  attached  to  his  own  house,  in  which  he 
carried  on  a  separate  business.  The  office 
was  fitted  up  by  the  bank,  and  an  iron  safe 
provided,  into  which  it  was  A.*s  duty  to  put 
each  night  the  money  received  during  the 


day,  and  whii-h  had  not  been  required  for 
the  purposes  of  the  bank.  One  key  of  his 
safe  was  kept  by  the  banking  company.  He 
furnished  weekly  accounts  of  moneys  re- 
ceived and  paid  by  him,  showing  the  balance 
in  his  hands,  and  of  what  notes,  cash,  or 
securities  that  balance  consisted.  Audits  of 
his  accounts  were  made  occasionally,  and 
bis  cash  in  hand  examined.  On  the  last  of 
such  audits  he  was  found  deficient  in  his 
cash  to  the  amount  of  3,000/.  and  he  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  taken  that  amount. 
On  the  last  previous  audit,  two  years 
before,  his  cash  had  been  found  correct. 
The  learned  judge  advised  the  Jury  to  find 
the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny,  if  they  were 
satisfied,  upon  the  whole  of  the  facts,  that 
any  part  of  the  sum  admitted  to  have  been 
mistippropriated  had  at  any  time  d urine  the 
two  years  been  taken  from  money  which, 
having  been  received  firom  customers,  had 
before  such  taking  been  placed  in  the  safe  and 
included  in  the  weekly  accounts  furnished 
by  the  prisoner.  The  jury  found  the  pri- 
soner guilty  of  larceny,  as  a  clerk,  in  having 
stolen  some  money  rei'eived  from  customers 
which,  before  such  stealing,  had  been  placed 
in  the  safe  and  made  the  subject  of  a  weekly 
account : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  right,  there 
being  evidence  firom  which  the  jury  might 
draw  the  conclusion  that  some  part  of  the 
money  taken  by  the  prisoner  bad  been  pre- 
viously reduced  into  the  master^s  possession 
by  bemg  put  into  the  safe,  and  it  not  being 
necessary  that  they  should  find  any  specific 
amount  to  have  been  stolen  on  any  particular 
day.  Reg.  v.  Wright,  413 
An  indictment  for  larceny,  and  receiving  goods 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  is  bad,  if 
it  does  not  state  to  whom  the  goods  be- 
longed ;  and  the  defect  cannot  be  amended, 
nor  is  it  cured  by  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  8. 
Reg,  V.  Ward,  421 

Evidence  of,  1 

Partial  and  insufficient   description  of  pro- 
perty, 13 
Plea  of  autrefois  acquit,  186 
Evidence  of,  221 
Or  false  pretence,  what  it  is,  289,  384 

LIBEL. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  libel  the  only 
evidence  of  publication  was  the  sending  it  in 
a  letter  addressed  to  the  prosecutor  himself, 
and  the  receipt  of  it  by  him  : 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury,  although  the  indictment 
contained  no  allegation  of  an  intent  o<*  a 
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tendency  to  provoke  a  breach  of  the  peace. 
Beff,  V.  Brooke^  251 

Criminal  inforroation  for,  16 


MAGISTRATE. 

At  the  hearing  of  a  summons  for  an  offence 
under  the  Fishery  Acts,  one  of  the  magis- 
trates. Sir  H.  D.  M.,  was  interested  in  the 
decision,  and  sat  on  the  bench.  He  stated 
openly  in  court  that  he  should  take  no  part 
in  the  hearing  of  the  case,  but  made  an 
observation  in  the  course  of  the  case,  that 
he  could  prove  a  material  fact  in  contro- 
versy. He  also  remained  and  was  present 
at  the  consultation  of  the  magistrates.  Sir 
H.  D.  M.  stated  that  he  took  no  part  in  the 
matter  save  as  above  stated,  and  that  he  did 
not  vote  upon  the  decision  of  the  case : 

Held,  that  notwithstanding  the  disclaimer, 
that  he  took  such  a  part  in  the  hearing  as 
invalidated  the  conviction.  Reg.  v.  O^  Grady y 
247 

MANSLAUGHTER. 

The  prisoner  had  procured  certun  drugs  and 
given  them  to  his  wife,  with  intent  that  she 
should  take  them  in  order  to  procure  abor- 
tion. She  took  them  in  his  absence,  and  died 
from  their  effects.  On  an  indictment  against 
him  for  manslaughter,  it  was  objected  that  he 
was  only  an  accessary  before  the  fact,  and 
that  in  law  there  cannot  be  an  accessary 
before  the  fact  to  manslaughter: 

Held,  that  he  was  properly  found  guilty 
of  manslaughter.  Heg.  v.  Gaylor^  253 
UiK>n  an  indictment  for  manslaughter,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  death  was  occasioned  by 
the  fulling  of  a  truck  full  of  bricks  into  the 
shafl  of  a  mine,  when  the  deceased  was  at 
work  ;  and  that  the  truck  fell  in,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  prisoner's  neglect  of  duty  in 
omitting  to  place  a  stage  over  the  mouth  of 
the  shaft.  The  prisoner  having  been  con- 
victed : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  right ;  as 
the  crime  of  manslaughter,  no  less  than  that 
of  murder,  might  be  committed  by  acts  of 
omission  as  well  as  of  commission.  Reg.  v. 
David  Hughes^  301 

On  the  high  seas,  jurisdiction  on,  277 
By  rape,  406 

MISDEMEANOR. 

It  is  an  indictable  misdemeanor  at  common 
law  to  remove  without  lawful  authority  a 
coq^so  from  a  grave  in  a  bur\-ing-ground 
belonging  to  a  congregation  of  Protestant 


dissenters,  although  the  motive  of  the  per- 
son so  acting  may  be  pious  and  laudable : 

So  held,  in  a  case  where  a  son,  from 
motives  of  filial  affection  and  religious  duty, 
removed  the  corpse  of  his  mother  from  a 
family  grave  in  a  dissenters'  burial-ground, 
for  the  purpose  of  its  interment  together 
with  that  of  his  father,  in  a  consecrated 
churchyard.  Reg.  v.  George  Brereton 
Sharpe^  214 

MURDER. 

If  A.  procures  poison  and  adminbters  to  B., 
both  intending  that  B.  should  take  it  to  pro- 
cure abortion,  and  B.  afterwards  takes  it  for 
the  purpose  of  poisoning  C.  with  it  in  tbo 
absence  of  A.: 

Held,  that  A.  may  be  convicted  of  causing 
it  to  be  taken.  Reg.  v.  WUsotl,  190 
To  sustain  a  conviction  under  7  Will- 4  &  1  Vict, 
c.  85,  s.  2,  for  causing  a  bodily  injury  dan- 
gerous to  life,  with  intent  to  murder,  it  ia 
not  enough  to  prove  a  mere  temporary 
functional  derangement,  such  as  congestion 
of  the  lungs  and  neart  arising  from  exposure 
to  cold. 

Where  therefore  a  woman  left  her  infant 
child  exposed  in  an  open  field  on  a  cold  wet 
day,  and  it  was  found  there  after  some  hours 
nearly  dead  from  congestion  of  the  lungs 
and  heart,  which  would  shortly  have  proved 
fatal  if  relief  had  not  been  given,  but  by 
care  it  was  restored  in  a  few  hours,  so  that 
no  bodily  injury  remained  : 

Held,  that  the  mother  could  not  be  con- 
victed under  the  statute  of  causing  bodily 
injury  dangerous  to  life.  Reg.  v.  Harriet 
Grog,  326 
Where  two  persons  charged  with  murder  by 
the  same  indictment  had  made  statements 
implicating  one  another,  and  those  state- 
ments were  eridence  for  the  prosecution, 
the  court,  upon  the  application  of  the  coansel 
appearing  for  one  pnsoner,  allowed  them  to 
have  separate  trials. 

Where  two  persons  go  out  with  the  com- 
mon object  of  robbing  a  third  person,  and 
one  of  them,  in  pursuit  of  that  comnkon 
object,  does  an  act  which  causes  the  death 
of  that  third  person,  under  such  circaiii- 
stances  as  to  be  murder  in  him  who  does  the 
act,  it  i9  murder  in  the  other  also.  Reg.  v. 
Jackson  and  Another^  357 

j  Wliere  the  prisoner  committed  a  felony  on  the 
person  of  a  child,  whereby  she  £ed,  the 

I     jury  were  directed  that  tliey  m^t  find  a 
veidict  of  manslaughter.     Reg.  v.  Greemr 

'      tcood^  404 
Shooting  with  intent,  mistake  as  to  person 
:ihot  at,  51 
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MUTINY  ACT. 
Falso  pretences  under,  70 

NUISANCE. 

An  indictment  stated  that  the  defendants  an- 
lawfully,  knowingly,  and  wilfully,  did  deposit 
and  cause  to  be  deposited  in  a  warehouse 
belonging  to  them,  and  near  to  divers  streets, 
common  highways,  and  dwelling-bouses, 
divers  large  and  exces^sive  quantities  of  a 
certain  dangerous  ignitible  and  explosive 
fluid  called  wood  naphtha,  and  did  unlaw- 
fully, knowingly,  and  wilfully  keep  in  the 
said  warehouse,  and  near  to  the  said  streets, 
&c.,  the  said  fluid  in  such  large,  excessive, 
and  dangerous  quantities,  that  the  Queen^s 
sabjects  m  passing  along  the  said  streets,  &c., 
and  the  same  who  were  re^idinff  near  the 
said  warehouse,  were  in  great  danger  and 
peril  of  their  lives  and  properties,  and  were 
kept  in  great  alarm,  fear,  and  terror,  to  their 
common  nuisance : 

Held,  that  the  indictment  disclosed  an 
indictable  offence,  although  there  was  no 
statement  of  any  noxious  effluvia  arising 
from  the  said  premises,  or  of  any  substantial 
injury  sustained  by  any  one  beyond  the  fear 
and  the  danger  caused  by  the  substances 
bt:ing  so  kept. 

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  indictment 
showed  that  wood  naphtha  is  the  product  of 
the  distillation  of  wood,  is  very  inflammable, 
more  so  than  spirits  of  wine,  and  that  if 
inflamed,  water,  unless  applied  in  enormous 
quantities,  would  not  put  it  out,  and  that, 
practically,  a  fire  happening  could  not  be 
quenched.  But  it  was  proved  also,  that 
.  it  was  the  practice  in  the  warehouse 
never  to  allow  any  candle,  fire,  or  gas- 
light to  enter  therein,  and  so  long  as  that 
continued,  the  storing  of  the  wood  naphtha 
and  the  spirits  would  not  produce  danger  : 

Held,  that' it  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  there  was  any  real  danger  to  Yife 
and  property  arising  from  the  way  in  which 
the  materials  were  kept,  and  that  danger  ab 
extra  alone  wtis  snffi  icnt  to  justify  them  in 
finding  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

The  evidence  of  the  way  in  which  the 
business  was  carried  on,  was  this:  the 
quantities  stored  were  from  4,000  to  5,000 
gallons  of  wood  naphtha,  and  from  40,000 
to  45,000  gallons  of  spirits  of  >vine.  The 
operation  of  mixing  tne  two  together  was 
carried  on  upon  the  premises.  Fur  this 
purpose,  there  were  two  large  vats  erected : 
each  of  these  was  capable  of  holding  about 
2,000  gallons  of  the  mixture.     The   vats 


were  covered  over  entirely  at  the  top,  with 
the  exception  of  an  aperture  in  the  centre 
of  the  cover,  in  which  was  fixed  a  hopper 
with  a  sliding  panel  of  wood.  When  it  was 
necessary  to  mix,  the  spirits  of  wine  first 
and  the  naphtha  aflerwards  were  poured 
through  the  hopper  into  the  vat  below  ; 
where,  by  the  chemical  action  upon  each 
other,  they  became  intermixed,  and  were 
drawn  off  at  the  bottom  by  a  cock,  and 
carried  away  for  the  purposes  of  commerce. 
Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  the  charge  in  the  indictment  of 
depositing  the  article  in  a  warehouse ;  dis- 
sentiejite.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  who  thought  the 
conviction  in  this  particular  instance  wrong, 
because  the  allegation  of  depositing  the 
article  in  a  warenouse  was  sought  to  be 
supported  bv  evidentre  of  a  dangerous  use 
of  it  by  mixmg,  and  he  suggested  the  pro- 
priety of  another  indictment  being  preferred. 
Reg,  V.  Lister  and  Biggs^  342 


PERJURY. 

On  the  second  trial  of  an  indictment  for  per- 
jury, fresh  witnesses  for  the  defence  were 
called  to  prove  facts  confirming  the  pri- 
soner's alleged  false  statement.  A  witness 
called  by  the  prosecutor  to  contradict  a 
fact  deposed  to  by  them  was  allowed  to 
prove  that  on  the  former  trial  a  particular 
question  was  put  to  him,  on  his  cross- 
examination  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  in 
order  to  show  that  at  that  time  the  pri- 
soner's counsel  had  notice  of  the  testimony 
now  given,  but  did  not  venture  to  call  the 
witnesses.     Reg.  v.  Coyle^  74 

The  duty  of  the  coroner  is  not  confined  to 
ascertaining  the  cause  of  death,  but  he 
shouUl  inc^uire  into  all  the  circumstances 
attending  it ;  and,  therefore,  when  a  witness 
has  untruly  answered  on  a  coroner's  inquest 
that  he  and  the  deceased,  with  whom  he  had 
been  in  company,  had  not  been  tijipling,  or 
in  a  public-house,  on  the  evening  preceding 
the  death,  such  answer  is  material  to  the 
inquiry,  and  will,  if  untrue,  support  an 
indictment  for  perjury. 

Sembley  the  question  of  materiality  is  one 
for  the  judge  and  not  the  jury  to  decide 
upon.  Per  Monahan,  C.  J.,  Richards,  B., 
Jackson,  J.,  and  Greene,  B.  Ball,  J., 
dubitaiite. 

Perjury  assigned,  on  answers  of  the  pri- 
soner, that  he  -had  not  tasted  any  intoxi- 
cating drink,  or  been  in  a  public-house  on  a 
paiticular  evening.  These  answ^ers  were 
given  on  an  inquest  held  on  the  body  of  a 
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man  who  bad 'been  foand  dead,  but  without 
any  marks  of  violence  or  anything  to  cause 
suspicion  of  his  having  died  from  other  than 
natural  causes : 

Held,  nevertheless,  directly  mat-erial,  as 
the  coroner  was  bound  to  inquire  into  all 
the  circumstances  attending  death. 

On  the  trial  the  judge  had  lefl  the  ques- 
tion of  materiality  to  the  jury,  who  found 
the  prisoner  guilty : 

Held,  under  these  circumstances,  that, 
whether  materiality  be  a  question  for  the 
judge  or  the  jury,  the  conviction  was  right. 

JR,  V.  Lavey  (3  Car.  &  K.  26)  observed  on. 
Reg.  V.  James  Courtney ^  111 
The  mother  of  a  bastard  having  been  resident 
with  her  parents  in  one  petty  sessional 
division,  went  to  lodge  at  D.  in  another 
division  for  the  purpose  of  affiliating  her 
child,  D.  being  nearer  and  more  convenient 
for  her  than  the  place  where  the  magistrates 
acting  for  the  other  division  met.  She 
lodged  at  D.  three  weeks  before  she  obtained 
the  summons,  having  in  the  interval  made 
one  unsuccessful  application  ;  and  after  ob- 
taining the  order,  went  into  service  in  the 
division  in  which  her  parents  resided,  but 
without  returning  to  them ;  and  she  stated 
that  she  could  not  go  back  to  them,  as  they 
had  nothing  for  her  to  do.  Whilst  at  D. 
she  had  no  other  home : 

Held,  that  the  jury  were  warranted  in 
finding  that  at  the  time  of  her  application 
at  D.  she  was  residing  within  that  petty 
sessional  division ;  that  the  magistrates  had 
jurisdiction,  and  a  conviction  for  perjury 
committed  by  her  on  that  occasion  was 
right.     Reg,  v.  Hughes^  287 

PLEADING. 

The  **  parcel**  in  an  indictment,  13 

Pleading  double,  85 

Autrefois  acquit,  186 

In  whom  property  to  be  laid,  384 

POACHING. 

In  a  caso  of  night-poaching,  it  is  not  necessary 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  to  call  the 
occupier  or  the  owner  of  the  land  to  prove 
that  the  persons  charged  were  not  upon  the 
land  by  their  permission    Reg.  v.  Wood,  106 

PRACTICE. 

When  a  prisoner,  who  has  pleaded  guilty,  has 
been  discharged  without  receiving  sentence, 
on  giving  an  undertaking,  and  entering  into 
recognizance  to  appear  and  abide  the  judg- 


ment of  the  court  upon  receiving  due  notice, 
afterwards  violates  his  undertaking,  the 
court  will  proceed  to  pass  sentence  upon  the 

Prisoner  surrendering,   after   calling  upon 
im  to  say  why  judgment  should  not  be 
awarded. 

The  finding  of  a  bill  against  the  prisoner 
for  an  ofience  which  would  be  in  breach  of 
his  undertaking,  will  be  regarded  by  the 
court  as  evidence  to  inform  itself  of  the 
prisoner's  bad  faith.    Reg,  t.  Ryariy  139 

In  a  prosecution  direirted  by  the  Poor  Law 
Board,  counsel  for  the  Crown  cannot  claim 
the  right  to  reply,  where  the  prisoner  calls 
no  witnesses.     lieg.  v.  Beckwitk^  505 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  County  Pala- 
tine, though  prosecuting  in  person,  haa  no 
right  to  reply.     Reg.  v.  Chrittiej  506 

Under  what  circumstances  bail  will  be  ac- 
cepted in  conspiracy.  Reg.  y.  Gallagher^ 
509. 

Award  of  punishment  where  prisoner  pleads 
guilty,  4 

In  an  indictment  against  bankrupt  for  not 
surrendering,  19 

Crown  witnesses  not  making  informations,  79 

Inconsistent  verdict,  venire  de  noco,  151 

Separate  trial  of  prisoners  charged  with  a  joint 
ofience,  357 

Costs  of  prosecution,  361 

Notice  to  produce,  375 

Mistrial,  jury,  power  of  court  to  order  new 
trial,  454 

PROPERTY. 
Of  a  felon,  to  whom  it  goes,  206 

PROSECUTION. 
Right  to  prosecute  in  manslaughter,  361 

PUNISHMENT. 

The  prisoner,  who  pleaded  guilty  to  steal- 
ing a  gold  watch  from  a  house  at  which  she 
was  visiting,  in  an  affidavit  in  mitigation  of 
punishment,  stated,  that  she  had  no  felonious 
design  intaking  the  watch;  that  it  was  a 
temporary  embarrassment  which  had  in- 
duced her  to  take  it  to  raise  money  on  it, 
and  that  she  intendea  releasing  and  return- 
ing it  to  the  owner ;  that  her  &mily  were  in 
a  respectable  condition  of  life,  and  that  the 
dbgrace  of  committing  such  an  ofifenoe,  and 
the  loss  of  character,  was  a  most  serioua 
punishment.  It  was  considered,  however, 
by  the  court,  that  such  dreumstances  con- 
stituted an  aggravation  of  the  ofience,  as  it 
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was  neither  from  want  or  ignorance  tbat 
the  prisoner  had  committed  the  crime.  Reg, 
4 


RECEIVING. 

A  husband  and  wife  being  jointly  indicted  for 
receiving  stolen  goods,  the  jurj  found  both 
guiltj,  stating  that  the  female  prisoner 
received  them  without  the  control  or  know- 
ledge of,  and  apart  from,  her  husband,  and 
that  he  afterwards  adopted  her  receipt : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  could  not  be 
sustained  as  against  the  husband.  JReg,  v. 
Dring  and  Wi/e,  382 

Venue  and  jurisdiction,  335 

RESCUE. 

A.  was  indicted  for  the  rescue  of  a  distress 
from  a  collector  of  poor's  rate.  The  name 
of  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the  rate, 
and  there  was  no  name  or  description  of  the 
parties  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  rate  in 
the  appropriate  column,  except  the  general 
words,  '*  tenants  of  common."  The  trans- 
cript of  the  rate  book,  to  which  the  col- 
lector's warrant  was  annexed,  was  similarly 
defective.  It  was  not  disputed  that  A.  was 
the  occupier  of  the  lands,  and  might  have 
been  ratc^l  as  such : 

Held,  that  under  the  above  warrant  the 
collector  had  no  power  to  distrain  the  de- 
fendant's goods,  and  that  the  indictment 
could  not^  therefore,  be  sustained.  Reg.  v. 
Boyle  and  Others,  428 

REWARD. 
For  restoring  stolen  property,  337 


SHOOTING. 

If  A.  intending  to  murder  B.  shoots  at  and 
wounds  C,  supposing  him  to  be  B.,  he  is 
guilty  of  woundmg  C.  with  intent  to  murder 
him;  for  he  intends  to  kill  the  person  at 
whom  he  shoots.    Reg,  v.  Smith,  51 


TRIAL. 

Upon  a  trial  for  murder,  one  juryman  answered 
and  was  sworn  and  served  in  the  name  of 
another  jnr3rman.  The  prisoner  was  con- 
victed and  sentenced.  On  the  following  day 


the  mistake  was  discovered ;  and  a  case  was 
reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Two  questions  were  raised :  first,  whether 
there  had  been  a  mistrial ;  second,  whether 
this  court  had  jurisdiction  to  decide  that 
point: 

Held,  by  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Cockbum, 
C.  J.,  Coleridge  and  Wightman,  JJ.,  and 
Martin  and  Watson,  BB.,  there  had  been  a 
mistrial,  and  that  this  court  had  iurisdiction 
to  order  that  the  prisoner  should  be  tried 
again: 

By  Erie,  Crompton,  Crowder,  Willes,  and 
Byles,  JJ.,  and  Channel,  B.,  that  there  had 
been  no  mistrial;  and  by  Pollock,  C.  B., 
and  Williams,  J.,  that  if  there  had  been  a 
mistrial,  this  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  and  order  a  second 
tria  : 

Held,  also,  by  Erie  and  Crompton,  JJ., 
and  Channel,  B.,  that  this  court  had  no 
jurisdiction ;  and  Crowder,  Willes  and 
Byles,  JJ.,  were  also  inclined  to  the  same 
opinion.     Reg.  v.  Aaron  MeUor,  454 

TURNPIKE. 

A  horse  and  cart  employed  by  a  dust-con- 
tractor in  conveying  street  sweepings  (found 
in  the  case  to  be  manure)  from  the  city  to  a 
place  of  deposit,  partly  for  the  contractor's 
ovm  use  as  manure,  but  principally  for  the 
purpose  of  sale  as  manure,  was  held  to  be 
within  the  following  exemptions  from  toll  in 
a  turnpike  act:  ^^for  any  horse  or  other 
cattle  or  carriage  employed  in  carrying  or 
conve3rinfl;  (amone  other  things)  manure 
employed  in  husbandry  for  manuring  or 
improving  the  land."  R^.  on  the  Prosecution 
o/Sinnott  v.  Frehe,  32 


VENUE. 

The  half  of  a  country  bank-note  bavins:  been 
stolen  at  some  period  during  its  transit  from 
S.  in  Wilts,  to  Bristol,  was  afterwards  en- 
closed bv  the  prisoner  in  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  bankers  at  S.  demanding  payment, 
which  letter  was  posted  at  Bath.  There  was 
no  other  evidence  of  any  receipt  or  posses- 
sion by  the  prisoner  in  Wilts : 

Held,  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly  tried 
in  Wilts,  as  the  possession  either  of  the 
post-office  servants  or  the  bankers  was  his 
possession;  and  the  case  was  therefore 
brought  within  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
s.  56.     Reg.  V.  Oeorge  Cryer,  335 

In  false  pretence  by  letter,  100 

In  embezzlement  by  bankrupt,  158 

In  receipt  of  stolen  goods,  335 


Ixxx 


INDEX. 


VERDICT. 

Wliere  a  verdict  is  inconsistent,  the  court  will 
award  a  venire  de  novo. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing 
three  sheep,  the  propertjr  of  E.  J.  There 
was  a  count  charging  him  with  receiving 
the  same  goods  on  the  same  day.  The 
finding  of  the  jury  as  entered  on  the  record 
was,  that  the  prisoner  was  "  guilty  of  the 
premises  on  the  said  indictment  above 
specified :" 

Held,  that  although  such  finding  amounted 
to  a  finding  of  guilty  on  each  count,  yet  as 
it  was  impossible  that   the  prisoner  could 


have  been  guilty  of  both  oflfences,  under  the 
circumstances  the  Crown  should  not  be  'at 
liberty  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  on  one 
count,  and  move  for  sentence  on  the  other, 
but  that  a  venire  de  novo  should  be  awarded. 
The  Queen  in  error  v.  Evans^  151 


WITNESS. 

Deposition  of  a  foreign  witness  absent  abroad, 

65 
Absence  of,  admissibility  of  deposition,  265 
Examining  acquitted  prisoner,  337 


APPENDIX. 


MISCELLANEOUS  PRECEDENTS. 

No. 

1.  Indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  procure  the 

return  of  a  member  to  Parliament  by 
means  of  bribery,  xv. 

2.  Indictment  against  two  persons  for  frau- 

dulently attempting  to  obtain  money  by 
falsely  pret«n(Jing  to  a  mutual  assurance 
society  that  they  were  entitled  to  claim 
from  the  society  the  amount  of  certain 
debts  which  they  had  lost  through  the 
failure  of  their  debtor ;  with  counts  for 
conspiracy,  xxiv. 

3.  Indictment  against  a  father  for  not  sup- 

plying his  infant  child  with  necessary 
food  and  clothiug,  xxx. 

4.  Indictment    against    the    mother    of   an 

infant  for  not  supplying  it  with  neces- 
sary food  and  clothing,  she  being  fur- 
nished by  her  husband  with  ample 
means  for  so  doing,  and  being  delegated 
by  him  to  act  in  that  behalf,  xxxii. 

5.  Indictment  of  a  bankrupt  for  making  false 

answers  in  an  ezamiuation  by  the  com- 
missioner, xxv. 

6.  Indictment  for  forgery  of  certain  entries 

in  the  transfer  book  of  stock  of  the 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company, 
with  count  for  conspiracy,  li. 


Na 


7.  Indictment  against  the  Master  of  a  Work- 
house for  disposing  of  the  dead  body  of  a 
pauper  for  the  purpose  of  dissection,  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  the  Anatomy  Act, 
2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  75 ;  with  counts  at  common 
law,  Ivii. 


NEW  STATUTES. 

An  Act  to  enable  British  Diplomatic  and 
Consular  Agents  abroad  to  administer  Oaths 
and  to  do  Notarial  Acts,  i. 

An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Laws 
relating  to  Friendly  Societies,  iii. 

An  Act  ror  securing  the  Liberty  of  Religious 
Worship,  v. 

A  n  Act  to  amend  the  Act  for  the  better  Care 
and  Reformation  of  YouthRil  Ofienders,  and 
the  Act  to  render  Reformatory  and  Indus- 
trial Schools  in  Scotland  more  available 
for  the  benefit  of  Vagrant  Children,  vi 

An  Act  for  diminishing  expense  and  delay  in 
the  Administration  of  Criminal  Justice  in 
certain  cases,  viii. 

An  Act  to  empower  the  Court  of  Queen *8 
Bench  to  order  certain  Ofienders  to  be  tried 
at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  zliii. 
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